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1.0 PURPOSE & NEED  

1.1 Introduction 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to analyze and disclose the 

environmental consequences of a joint proposal by BLM and San Juan County (SJC or County) 

based on a SJC ROW application filed under Federal Land Policy and Management Act 

(FLPMA) Title V right-of-way (ROW) for an all-terrain vehicle (ATV) and utility type (terrain) 

vehicle (UTV) trail system in and surrounding Recapture Canyon east of Blanding, Utah.  This 

EA is a site-specific analysis of potential impacts that could result with the implementation of the 

Proposed Action and alternatives to the Proposed Action.   

This EA assists the BLM in project planning and ensuring compliance with the National 

Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), and in making a determination as to whether any 

“significant” impacts could result from the analyzed actions.  “Significance” is defined by NEPA 

and is found in the federal regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1508.27.  An 

EA provides evidence for determining whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS) or a statement of “Finding of No Significant Impact” (FONSI).  If, the decision maker 

determines, based on the analysis in the EA, that this project would result in “significant” 

impacts, the proposal would be denied or an EIS would be prepared for the project. If not, a 

Decision Record (DR) may be signed for the EA approving the selected alternative, whether the 

proposed action or another alternative.  A DR, including a FONSI statement, documents the 

reasons why implementation of the selected alternative would not result in “significant” 

environmental impacts (effects) beyond those already addressed in the Bureau of Land 

Management (BLM) Monticello Field Office (MFO) Resource Management Plan (RMP), dated 

November 17, 2008.   

In this document an ATV is defined as any motor vehicle designed for or capable of travel over 

unimproved terrain that is 52 inches or less in width, has three or more low-pressure tires, and 

has a seat that is straddled by the operator (Type I Vehicle, Utah Code [UC] 41-22-2).  A UTV is 

a small side by side four wheeled vehicle (typically 65 inches or less in width) designed for or 

capable of travel over unimproved terrain with low pressure tires, is capable of carrying two to 

six people, and is steered with a steering wheel (Type II Vehicle, UC 41-22-2). Since all trails 

analyzed in the EA that would be open to ATVs also would be open to UTVs, for simplicity this 

document refers to them collectively as ATVs. 

An off-highway vehicle (OHV) is defined as any motorized vehicle capable of, or designed for, 

travel on or immediately over land, water, or other natural terrain. It includes off-highway 

motorbikes, ATVs, UTVs, dune buggies, 4-wheel drive jeeps, some types of 4-wheel drive 

automobiles (including sport-utility vehicles), and any other civilian vehicle specifically designed 

for off-road travel.   

Motorcycle means a motor vehicle having a saddle for use of the operator and designed to 
travel on not more than two tires. 

A full-sized vehicle is a vehicle over 65-inches in width but under 92-inches in width and 
includes dune-buggies, sedans, sport-utility vehicles and pick-up trucks. 

Non-motorized users include hikers, horseback riders (equestrians), and bicyclists. For 
purposes of this EA, a bicycle is a two-wheeled device propelled by human power. 
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The Proposed Action and other action alternatives would occur on a combination of private 
lands and public lands administered by the BLM MFO. Figure 1.1 shows the location of the 
proposed trail system.  
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Figure 1.1 Project Location 

 

Recapture Canyon 
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With the Proposed Action, the trail system would be comprised of six (6) segments totaling 

11.67 miles (11.32 miles BLM and 0.32 miles private).  About 9.59 miles of the trail system 

would be existing trails and 2.08 miles of trail sections would be newly constructed trail. Two 

0.38-acre trailhead/parking areas would be developed on previously disturbed sites in or near 

active permitted SJC gravel pits. 

Under the MFO RMP the proposed and alternative trail systems are in an area designated as 

“limited to designated routes.” If a decision approves any new routes or trails, the BLM would 

modify the MFO RMP Travel Management Plan (TMP) by designating the approved trails as 

“open” to use by the specifically approved vehicles. 

5.4 1.2 Background 

Approximately two miles east of Blanding, Utah, the Recapture Canyon area has been used 

extensively for many years by local residents for recreational activities such as hiking, 

horseback riding, and motorized recreation.  Livestock grazing and trailing has also occurred 

here as has mining activity. Recapture Canyon is known for its abundance of cultural resource 

sites and it has become a popular recreation destination. There is an increasing number of 

users who try to find a travel route to view cultural resource sites and other resources in 

Recapture Canyon and the surrounding area.  

Prior to the BLM's 2008 RMP, this portion of San Juan County was open to motorized use, 

unless designated closed, including Recapture Canyon. This allowed for cross-country travel, 

but not construction of trails. In 2005 illegal trail work was done in the bottom of Recapture 

Canyon to provide for recreational access including ATV use. The parties responsible for the 

illegal trail work were required to pay $35,000 for damage to the public lands.   

The County originally applied for about 18.3 miles of ROW for an ATV trail system in the 

Recapture Canyon area on March 30, 2006. One of the objectives of the proposed trail system 

was to offer an opportunity for riding ATVs in a canyon bottom setting where viewing of cultural 

resource sites would be possible.  

On September 7, 2007, the BLM MFO closed 1,871 acres of public lands in Recapture Canyon 

near the City of Blanding, Utah to motorized recreational use. The purpose of the closure is to 

“protect cultural resources that have been adversely impacted, or are at risk for being adversely 

impacted, by unauthorized trail construction and OHV use.” The notice states that “the closure 

will remain in effect until the considerable adverse effects giving rise to the closure are 

eliminated and measures are implemented to prevent recurrence of these adverse effects.”  

BLM is obligated to take measures to repair damage to six cultural resource sites that resulted 

from illegal trail work in 2005. These sites, two of which are near the proposed trail system, 

must be repaired to eliminate the adverse effects that gave rise to the closure order so that the 

closure order may be lifted. This is a related and necessary action that must be taken with or 

without authorization of the proposed trail system.  

There are many existing but undesignated trails on the western rim of Recapture Canyon, some 

of which have been included as segments of the proposed trail system. Prior to the Recapture 

Canyon Closure Order in 2007, Recapture Canyon and the surrounding rims were open to OHV 

use under the San Juan RMP (BLM 1991). When the MFO issued its new Monticello Field 

Office RMP and TMP in 2008 (BLM 2008b), many of the trails in and around Recapture Canyon 

“existed” but were not designated for use in the TMP because they were within and adjacent to 
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the area closed to motorized use by the 2007 closure order. Therefore, this EA refers to these 

trails as “existing”. 

To avoid potential impacts to known cultural resources, SJC revised its 2006 ROW application 

on September 16, 2008.   In response to the ROW application, the BLM began the process of 

complying with NEPA and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). 

Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to consider the effects of projects they carry 

out, approve, or fund, on historic properties. The Section 106 process seeks to accommodate 

historic preservation concerns with the needs of federal undertakings through consultation 

among the agency official and other parties with an interest in the effects of the undertaking on 

historic properties, commencing at the early stages of the project planning.  The goal of 

consultation is to identify historic properties potentially affected by the undertaking, assess its 

effects and seek ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse effects on historic properties.   

As part of the Section 106 process, the BLM began meeting with consulting parties on February 

11, 2010.  Consulting parties include the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), the 

State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Native American tribes, and local governments.  

Other individuals and organizations were included who demonstrated an interest in the project 

due to the nature of their legal or economic relation to the undertaking or affected properties, or 

their concern with the undertaking’s effects on historic properties. To ensure that the proposed 

action would comply with the NHPA, the consulting parties developed a programmatic 

agreement (PA) to establish an alternative NHPA Section 106 process through the BLM’s 

authorities at 36 CFR 800.4(b)(2) and 800.14(b). The PA records the terms and conditions 

agreed upon to resolve potential adverse effects of the undertaking.  It was finalized on 

November 13, 2013, and is included in this EA as Appendix A. 

The County again amended its ROW application on November 13, 2012 to remove 4 miles of 

ATV trails from the original proposal due to potential conflicts with cultural resources identified 

through the development of the PA.  The segments that were dropped from the Proposed Action 

include a trail that follows along the southern portion of Recapture Canyon and connects to the 

Perkins County Road (B206) and a trail that ascends from the bottom of Recapture Canyon to 

the eastern rim and then connects to the western rim of Jenny’s Canyon.  

BLM announced a 40-day scoping period for the project on December 17, 2013, based on the 

revised November 2012 proposal, and received input from numerous groups and individuals in 

response to the scoping notice.  In March 2014, the configuration and alignment of the proposed 

trail system as described in the Plan of Development (POD) included in the ROW application 

was further refined and adjusted to avoid and minimize impacts on water and cultural resources 

in response to issues identified through public and agency scoping (see Chapter 5). 

On May 10, 2014 an unauthorized OHV ride was led by a SJC Commissioner and others.  

Several unauthorized vehicles drove over proposed trail Segments 1 and 2 as shown on the 

December 2013 Utah BLM Environmental Notification Bulletin Board (ENBB) scoping notice 

route map.  Damages to cultural resources from the 2014 unauthorized ride documented by the 

BLM include damage to and displacement or alteration of the context of features such as cists, 

midden areas, and ash stains. In total eight sites were damaged of which two were previously 

damaged by illegal activities in 2005. 

On June 20, 2014 BLM issued the Decision Record (DR) for the Five New Designated Routes 

for Monticello Travel Plan EA (DOI-BLM-UT-Y020-2013-0021-EA). The DR approved the 

Blanding to Bulldog Trail (BBT). The DR was appealed with a request for stay of the decision to 
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the Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA). IBLA affirmed BLM’s decision and denied the request 

for stay as moot on December 11, 2014 (IBLA 2014-228).  The approved BBT overlaps about 

0.20 miles of Segment 1; 0.18 miles of Segment 3; all of Segment 4 (0.84 miles); all of Segment 

5 (0.78 miles); and 0.4 miles of Segment 6 of the proposed Recapture Canyon ATV trail system 

as shown on the route map attached to BLM’s December 2013 scoping notice. 

Alternative A in Chapter 2 of this EA describes the Proposed Action based on SJC’s March 

2014 POD modified by the existence of the BBT. Trail segments have been renumbered as 

shown on Figure 2.1 in Chapter 2 of this EA.  

1.3 Need for the Proposed Action 

The BLM’s need for the Proposed Action arises from the necessity to respond to SJC’s ROW 

application. The Proposed Action is based on compliance with the FLPMA and the federal 

regulations at 43 CFR 2800 and all other applicable federal law. FLPMA requires the BLM to 

consider the issuance of ROWs for uses such as roads and trails on public lands. The cited 

federal regulations state that it is BLM’s objective to grant ROWs to any qualified individual, 

business, or government entity and to control the use of the ROW in a manner that protects 

natural resources and prevents unnecessary or undue degradation of public lands. Furthermore, 

the MFO RMP (BLM 2008a) provides for the issuance of ROWs on appropriate public lands and 

the RMP specifies that the subject area is open for issuance of ROWs. 

There is also a need to modify the MFO TMP to reflect any change in the designated routes 

pursuant to BLM’s responsibility under FLPMA and the federal regulations at 43 CFR 8342.1 for 

designating routes and to lift a 2007 OHV closure order for portions of Recapture Canyon prior 

to issuing a ROW or modifying the MFO TMP. There is a need to stabilize or mitigate the 

considerable adverse effects to cultural sites in order to meet the conditions to lift the closure. 

1.4 Purpose of the Proposed Action 

Other BLM objectives in considering the Proposed Action include:  

 Develop a sustainable and manageable trail system and reduce unauthorized trails and 

trail proliferation created by an increasing number of users who try to find a travel route 

to view cultural resource sites. 

 Provide for a variety of recreational opportunities on public lands in the MFO. 

 Provide loops for motorized recreation to enhance trails, 

 Provide spur trails and stops at popular destinations, 

 Reduce safety conflicts between recreational users and traffic on highways and roads,  

 Reduce conflicts between recreational uses and private landowner concerns, 

 Minimize conflicts between different land user groups,  

 Minimize impacts to cultural and natural resources through careful trail design and 

environmental protection measures while enhancing opportunities for motorized 

recreation. 

The decisions to be made are whether or not to approve the proposed or an alternative trail 

system, the appropriate method of approval (through a ROW or independent BLM decision), 

and the terms and conditions that would govern the approved trail system to protect other 

resources and comply with applicable federal and state laws. 
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A decision to approve the proposed or an alternative trail system also would be a decision to lift 

a 2007 closure order for portions of Recapture Canyon and to modify the MFO TMP to 

designate the approved trails as open to the specifically approved uses.  

1.5 Conformance with BLM Land Use Plan 

This EA is tiered to the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) analyses and decisions 
for the MFO Record of Decision (ROD)/RMP dated November 17, 2008 (BLM 2008b).   The 
Proposed Action and other alternatives are in conformance with the RMP as they are provided 
for in the programs and policies prescribed in that document.   

The RMP establishes a system for designating routes in the MFO. RMP Management Action 

TM-2 (RMP pg. 141) provides several categories for designated routes, such as mechanized 

and motorized, and it provides that “adjustments to these categories will be made based on 

recreational demand and potential conflict.” 

The MFO TMP provides for plan maintenance and changes to route designations. RMP 

Management Action TM-6 (RMP pg. 141) specifies, “Appendix O outlines the processes and 

procedures for making modifications to the Travel Plan designated route network.” RMP 

Appendix O.13, states: “Actual route designations can be modified without completing a plan 

amendment, although NEPA compliance is still required.” Further, the discussion of travel 

management in the implementation decision on page 19 of the ROD states that “No routes 

have been designated in the Recapture Canyon area which has previously been closed to 

OHV use through a closure order. Consideration of such designation will be made in a future 

NEPA document specific to that area.”  

The Proposed Action and alternative are also in conformance with the MFO RMP because they 
are provided for in the following RMP management decisions: 

1) Cultural Resources Decision CUL-13, page 60. This provides that the BLM will work with 

local communities and other groups to foster heritage tourism throughout the Monticello 

Planning Area. 

2) Lands and Realty, Management Actions LAR-13 and LAR-14, page 72. This provides 

that BLM will consider lands available for ROWs except for exclusion and avoidance 

areas. Map 4 of the RMP shows that the proposed ROWs are not located within a ROW 

avoidance or exclusion area. However, Pages 25 and 26 of the ROD state that ROW 

avoidance and exclusion areas are generally consistent with the stipulations identified 

for oil and gas leasing and other surface-disturbing activities. No surface occupancy 

(NSO) stipulations are avoidance areas for ROWs; no ROW would be granted in NSO 

areas unless there are no feasible alternatives. Areas unavailable for oil and gas leasing 

are generally exclusion areas for ROWs; no ROW would be granted in these areas.   

Map 18 of the ROD does not show any NSO areas or areas closed to oil and gas leasing 

in the vicinity of Recapture Canyon.  However, avoidance (133,293 acres) and exclusion 

(416,115 acres) areas in the RMP are based on resource needs and policy. These areas 

encompass lands with sensitive natural resources such as the riparian zones and the 

floodplain in the bottom of Recapture Canyon.  Page 3 of Appendix B states that surface 

disturbance in active floodplains or within 100 meters (328 feet) of riparian areas would 

not be allowed except if after analysis the authorized officer determines that: (a) there 

are no practical alternatives, (b) impacts could be fully mitigated, or (c) the action is 

designed to enhance the riparian resource values.  Issuance of a ROW through the 

riparian zone and floodplain in Recapture Canyon would be in conformance with the 
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MFO ROD because there is no practical alternative to use of the existing trail through or 

near the riparian zone if all of the purposes of the Proposed Action are to be met. 

3) Recreation, Goals and Objectives, page 88. This directs BLM to provide for multiple 

recreational uses of the public lands and to sustain a wide range of recreation 

opportunities and potential experiences for visitors and residents while supporting local 

economic stability and sustaining the recreation resource base and other sensitive 

resource values.  

4) Recreation Management Action REC-5, page 89. This directs BLM to develop new 

sites/facilities/trails in response to user demand, amenity value, and critical resource 

protection needs. 

5) Travel Management Action TM-3, page 141. This specifies that mechanized travel 

(including bicycles) is limited to designated roads and trails. 

6) Travel Management Action TM-2, page 141. This provides that all non-motorized travel 

is allowed on designated routes unless otherwise prohibited. 

1.6 Relationship to Statutes, Regulations, or Other Plans 

Title I of FLPMA declares that public lands will be managed in a manner “…that will provide for 

outdoor recreation and human occupancy and use.” The ROW application for this Proposed 

Action has been submitted to the BLM under Title V of FLMPA. Granting a ROW across BLM 

lands for purposes of providing a safe recreational trail to meet recreational demand would be in 

accordance with BLM policy and authority. Title V ROWs are regulated under 43 CFR 2800, and 

the application received for the proposed ROW is consistent with these federal regulations. Sec. 

501.of FLPMA([43 USC 1761) states that the Secretary of the Interior, through BLM is 

“authorized to grant, issue, or renew rights-of-way over, upon, under, or through such lands for 

(a) (6) roads, trails, highways, railroads, canals, tunnels, tramways, airways, livestock 

driveways, or other means of transportation …” 

Criteria and procedures for designation of areas and trails are established in 43 CFR 8342. The 

Proposed Action and alternatives have been considered and will be implemented as appropriate 

through the evaluation and designation process required by these regulations (specifically 43 

CFR 8342.1-2); BLM Manual Section 1626-Travel and Transportation Management; BLM 

Handbook-8342 Travel and Transportation; BLM Utah Instruction Memorandum No. UT 2012-

066, and BLM Motorized Travel and Transportation Management Planning Policy. A route 

evaluation form is included as Appendix B of this EA. 

This EA is being prepared in accordance with NEPA for projects involving federal lands 

following procedures outlined in the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Guidelines for 

Implementation of NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508) as well as Department of the Interior (DOI) and 

BLM NEPA compliance regulations, manuals, handbooks, and Instruction Memoranda. 

On June 2, 2014, the SJC Commission adopted a resolution regarding the 2007 closure order 

for Recapture Canyon. In the resolution, the Commission, on behalf of the County and its 

residents claimed a valid existing ROW through Recapture Canyon. This EA addresses the 

County’s proposed acquisition of a FLPMA Title V ROW for the proposed trail segments in 

partnership with BLM. Nothing in a decision regarding the Proposed Action would extinguish 

any valid existing rights.  

If the Title V ROW application submitted by SJC is approved, the subsequent grant of authority 

would include standard terms and conditions that require, among other things, that the County 
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in constructing/improving the trail system and in administering is use, comply with all applicable 

federal and state laws. 

The Proposed and other action alternatives are consistent with the SJC Master Plan (San Juan 

County 2008) based on the following desired conditions as stated in the Transportation Plan 

section of the County’s plan (page 27):  

1) It is the desire of SJC to have routes of travel accessible by motor access to the public 

lands.  

2) It is SJC’s desire to provide access throughout the county to meet the needs of both 

residents and visitors for a wide variety of purposes. These purposes range from 

consumptive (mining, oil, gas, etc.) to recreational uses (hiking, biking, ATVing, 

horseback riding, etc.).  

The Proposed Action and other alternatives analyzed in this EA are consistent with the 

requirements of other statutes, regulations, plans, programs, and policies of affiliated tribes, 

other federal agencies, and state and local governments to the extent practicable, including but 

not limited to the following: 

 Taylor Grazing Act of 1934, as amended (43 USC 315 et seq.) 

 Utah Standards and Guidelines for Rangeland Health 

 BLM Utah Riparian Management Policy 

 Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended (16 USC 1531 et seq.),  

 BLM Manual 6840- Special Status Species Management 

 Migratory Bird Treaty Act 1918, as amended (USC703 et seq. 

 Utah Partners in Flight Avian Conservation Strategy Version 2.0.  

 Birds of Conservation Concern 2008 

 Executive Order 13186: Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds 

 IM 2008-050, Migratory Bird Treaty Act - Interim Management Guidance 

 Utah Division of Wildlife (UDWR) Sensitive Species Program 

 Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1994 - Federal Actions To Address 

Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations 

 The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended (16 USC 470 et 

seq.) 

 The Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, as amended (16 USC 470aa et 

seq.) 

 Executive Order 13175 of November 6, 2000 - Consultation and Coordination With 

Indian Tribal Governments 

 The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990, as amended (25 

USC 3001 et seq.) and 43 CFR 10 (Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation 

Regulations) 

 The American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978, as amended (42 USC 1996) 

 36 CFR 800 (Protection of Historic Properties) 

 The Clean Water Act of 1977, as amended (33 USC 1251 et seq.) 

 The Clean Air Act of 1970, as amended (42 USC 7401 et seq.) 

 Utah Administrative Code, Title R307 (Environmental Quality, Air Quality) 

 Executive Order 13112 of February 3, 1999 - Invasive Species 

 Utah Noxious Weed Act (Rule R68-9). 
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Refer to Section 1.7 and Chapter 5 and for additional information on authorizing actions and 

consultation and coordination.  The Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) checklist (Appendix C) and 

Chapters 3 and 4 provide details regarding consistency of the proposed and other alternatives 

with relevant statutes, regulations, plans, programs, and policies.  

1.7 Authorizing Actions 

With the Proposed Action SJC would be responsible for obtaining all necessary permits, 

approvals, and authorizations. The permits, approvals, and authorizations required for the 

proposed project include but are not limited to those shown in Table 1.1. 

Table 1.1 Authorizing Actions 

Agency/Entity Authorization 

BLM Approval of FLPMA Title V Right-of-Way 

Private Land Owners 
Granting of an easement or signature of a Land Owner Agreement to 

permit ATV use Across Private Lands. 

Utah Division of Water 

Rights 

Approval for stream alteration under the Section 404(c) General Permit 40, 

Minimal Impact Activities Under the Stream Alteration Program in the State 

Of Utah, issued January 3, 2011. 

Utah Division of Water 

Quality 

If necessary, approval of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

(SWPPP), and consideration of a permit to alter ephemeral,  intermittent,  

and perennial stream channels pursuant to the Clean Water Act of 1977 (33 

USC 1251 et. seq. 401). 

1.8 Identification of Issues 

Scoping is a process for identifying issues related to a proposed project. An issue is defined as 

a point of disagreement, debate, or dispute with a proposed action based on some anticipated 

environmental effect. Issues point to environmental effects and may lead to identification of 

design features incorporated into the proposed action, mitigation measures, or other 

alternatives.  

Public notification of the Proposed Action and preparation of this EA were originally posted on 

the ENBB on March 30, 2006. In response to the ENBB posting, the BLM received letters from a 

total of 10 individuals and groups. Subsequently, the proposed extent of the trail system was 

reduced from 18.30 miles to 14.33 miles to avoid or reduce impacts on cultural, riparian, and 

other resources.  A second 40-day scoping period was announced on December 17, 2013, 

based on the revised proposal. BLM received input from numerous groups and individuals in 

response to the scoping notice.  Commenters raised resource and procedural issues of concern 

relative to: 

 BLM catering to special interest groups. 

 BLM’s multiple use mandate and compliance with FLPMA and other laws and 

regulations.  

 Rewarding illegal activity. 

 Need for the project. 

 Conformance of the proposal with the Monticello RMP. 
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 Need to establish a Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) through an 

amendment to the Monticello RMP. 

 The appropriateness of ROWs for authorizing recreational trails on BLM lands. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA and Tribal Consultation requirements. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA Section 106 process. 

 Availability and responsibility for funding construction and law enforcement for the trail 

system. 

 Ability of SJC to protect resources. 

 Permission for use of private land. 

 Administrative relief in the process. 

 Complete description of and assessment of a fu l l  range of reasonable alternatives. 

 BLM’s ability to regulate or close the trail to protect resources. 

 Impacts on livestock grazing. 

 Impacts on paleontology 

 Impacts of illegal use of vehicles and trail proliferation. 

 Indirect impacts of opening the trail to other uses.   

 Impacts of OHVs on air quality. 

 Impacts on cultural resources. 

 Impacts on visual resources. 

 User conflicts and impacts on recreation.  

 The impacts of noise. 

  Impacts on wildlife habitat. 

 Introduction and spread of invasive plants. 

 Impacts on riparian vegetation and habitat. 

 Impacts on transportation and access. 

 Economic impacts. 

A summary of the scoping comments and the BLM responses is included in Appendix D.  

The BLM utilized an IDT and public scoping comments to identify issues. The resources and 

issues considered by the IDT are provided in the IDT Checklist (Appendix C). The IDT Checklist 

includes a discussion of resources and issues not present (NP) and a discussion of 

resources/issues where the resource would not be impacted to the degree that further analysis 

is needed (NI). The resources/issues identified as NP and NI are not analyzed further in this EA. 

The resources/issues carried forward for further analysis are those issues identified on the 

Checklist where a potential impact (PI) is anticipated. 
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Since the scoping notice, realignments to the proposed trail system have been made resulting in 

a proposed 11.67-mile long trail system and the identification of three action alternatives in 

addition to the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives. 

As a result of internal and external scoping, the issues carried forward for further analysis are as 

follows:  

1.8.1 Cultural Resources 

The Project would impact historic properties. 

1.8.2 Paleontology 

Construction of new trail segments would be done on geologic formations that may 

contain important fossils and use of the trail could lead to illegal collection. 

1.8.3 Private Residences 

Use of the Browns Canyon Trailhead would create noise and dust that could impact 

private residences. 

1.8.4 Public Safety 

ATVs would be used on a trail segment where there is gravel truck traffic which could 

lead to accidents involving heavy trucks and ATVs. 

1.8.5 Recreation  

Opening of the proposed trail system to vehicle use and allowing ATV use in Recapture 

Canyon would increase opportunities for motorized use in the MFO and could result in 

user conflicts between ATV users and non-motorized recreation in Recapture Canyon.  

Non-motorized use in Recapture Canyon could be displaced to other areas. 

1.8.6 Riparian Vegetation, Wetland and Floodplain Resources 

Construction activities, ATV use, and trail related sedimentation would impact riparian 

vegetation and the floodplain in the bottom of Recapture Canyon.  

1.8.7 Soils 

Construction and use of the trail would disturb soils and increase trail related erosion 

and stream sedimentation. 

1.8.8 Water Resources  

Increases in trail related erosion and sedimentation would increase sediment load in 

Recapture Creek, and reduce water quality. 

1.8.9 Wildlife including Special Status Species  

Construction of the Project as well as operation of ATVs in and along riparian habitat 

adjacent to Recapture Creek may impact habitat for wildlife including raptors, 

Southwestern willow flycatcher (SWFL) (Empidonax traillii extimus - Endangered), and 

other migratory birds.   Wintering deer and elk would potentially be disturbed. 
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1.9 Issues Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis 

Through scoping several potential issues were dismissed from further analysis in this EA 

because they are outside the scope of this EA or are addressed through standard operating 

procedures required by federal law, rule policy or regulation.  The rationale for dismissing issues 

is described in Appendix C, the ID Team Checklist, and in Appendix D, Scoping Comments and 

Responses. 

1.10 Summary 

This chapter presents the purpose and need for the proposed project as well as the relevant 

issues; i.e., those elements or resources that could be affected by the implementation of the 

Proposed Action and other alternatives as identified by the public and BLM interdisciplinary 

review.  The alternatives are presented in Chapter 2. Chapter 3 includes current conditions of 

the resources that may be affected.  The potential environmental impacts or consequences 

resulting from implementation of each alternative considered in detail are analyzed in Chapter 4 

for each of the identified resources. 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING PROPOSED 

ACTION 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter describes six action alternatives: Alternative A, the Proposed Action; Alternative B, 

the Proposed Action with realignments to reduce resource impacts; Alternative C,  a mixed-use 

trail system constructed and managed by BLM without issuance of a ROW to SJC and 

construction of a mainly non-motorized trail in the bottom of Recapture Canyon; and Alternative 

D which like Alternative C would provide a mixed-use trail system, but would not include 

mechanized use or designation of a trail in the bottom of Recapture Canyon. The No Action 

alternative of not approving a trail system as well as other alternatives considered and 

eliminated from detailed analysis are also described. Section 2.7 is a summary comparison of 

the components of the action alternatives. 

Other actions to establish the trail system would include lifting the 2007 closure to public 

vehicular use within a portion of Recapture Canyon and modifying the MFO TMP to designate 

the trail system as open to ATV use. 

The 2007 BLM closure order indicates that “the closure will remain in effect until the 

considerable adverse effects giving rise to the closure are eliminated and measures are 

implemented to prevent recurrence of these adverse effects”.   

Before lifting the 2007 closure order BLM would conduct restoration work for six cultural sites 

identified in a damage assessment report prepared in 2007 that assesses damage done by 

illegal trail work in 2005. The restoration would include surface treatment of the sites to slow or 

stop impacts from continued use. One of the six sites would be crossed by the trails as currently 

proposed in Alternatives A, B and C and one is near the proposed trail in Alternatives A,B and C 

but has been avoided by realigning the trail.  The other four sites are south of the trails included 

in the Recapture Canyon proposed and alternative ATV trail systems.   

2.2 Alternative A Proposed Action 

The proposed action is a joint proposal by BLM and SJC based on the SJC Title V ROW 

application. BLM would approve the County’s ROW application and take other actions to 

establish an approximate 11.67-mile long trail system comprised of six trail segments and two 

trailheads (Figure 2.1).  

The trails would be within a 12-foot wide ROW with a 65-inch wide running surface made of 

natural on-site materials. All segments of the trail system would provide for use by ATVs (no 

wider than 65 inches), motorcycles, mountain bikes, hikers, and equestrians.  Overnight 

camping would be allowed throughout the area as specified in the Monticello RMP (CUL-20, 

p.61) which prohibits camping at cultural resource sites. The proposed trails and trailheads 

would be designated as open to ATV use under the MFO TMP. The trail system would be 

available for year-round use subject to closures to protect human health and safety, and 

resource values as well as measures to maintain the quality of the recreational experience. 

Specific sections along or adjacent to SJC’s original ROW application, i.e., Segments 2, 3, 4, 6 

and 8, (totaling 16,406 feet or 3.10 miles) are proposed to be obliterated, stabilized, and/or 

revegetated (refer to Appendix E). 
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2.2.1 Trail Segments 

The proposed ATV trail system would include a combination of existing trails and about 2.08 

miles of newly constructed trail.  Figure 2.1 shows the proposed trail system.  
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Figure 2.1 Alternative A – Proposed Trail System 
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 Table 2.1 provides details on construction of the trail segments for Alternative A. 

 

Table 2.1 Alternative A- Construction by Trail Segment 

Segment 

Number 

 

Segment 

Miles (Acres)1 
Improvements 

Construction 

outside of 

existing trail 

alignment 

Miles (Acres)1 

Purpose of New 

Construction 

Segment 1 

 

1.21 (1.76) Hardening of a crossing 

of Recapture Creek. 
0.0 (0.0) none 

Segment 2 

 

3.80 (5.53) Widening (up to 12 feet) 

and, 14 areas of new 

construction; hardening 

or bridging of 6 drainage/ 

stream crossings and a 

marshy area; installation 

of a cattle guard and 

horse gate and erosion 

control features. 

1.22 (1.77) Eliminate three 

stream/drainage 

crossings; improve 

approach to 

stream/drainage 

crossings and avoid 

riparian vegetation, 

cultural resource 

sites and reduce 

trail gradient.  

Segment 3 

 

4.48 (6.51) Widening and 9 areas of 

new construction; replace 

an existing cattle guard, 

install 3 cattle guards and 

4  horse gates on 

existing fences; 

0.60 (0.87) Provide three new 

pullouts to view 

Recapture Canyon; 

avoid cultural 

resources and 

reduce length of 

trail on private land. 

Segment 4 

 

0.79 (1.15) One constructed re-route 0.07 (0.10) Avoid steep slopes 

Segment 5 

 

0.66 (0.96) None 0.0 (0.0) none 

Segment 6 

 

0.73 (1.06) Widening and one 

constructed re-route; 

water dips and check 

dams.  

0.19 (0.28) Reduce trail 

gradient and 

erosion. 

Totals 11.67 (16.97)  2.08 3.02)  

1Acres based on disturbance of the entire12-foot wide ROW width. 

 
2.2.1.1 Segment 1   

Segment 1 would be a total of about 1.21-miles long and would follow an existing road. It would 

begin at its junction with the BBT near Recapture Dam and extend in a southerly direction down 

the bottom of Recapture Canyon to its junction with Segments 2 and 6. This segment would 
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consist of an existing road used primarily to maintain a water pipeline authorized by a right-of-

way issued to the San Juan County Water Conservancy District (WCD) (BLM ROW UTU-

42412). The segment becomes narrower in the very southern portion (0.7 miles) where the 

vegetation has become more overgrown and would have to be trimmed. Improvements would 

involve stabilizing a stream/drainage crossing and hardening a few dips to prevent further 

rutting. 

2.2.1.2  Segment 2  

Segment 2 would be a total of about 3.78 miles in length of which 2.56 miles would be an 

existing trail (approximately 1.0 miles of which is on the existing road primarily used to maintain 

the WCD pipeline) and 1.22 miles would be new trail. It would begin at the south end of 

Segment 1, extend in a southerly direction along the existing pipeline maintenance road down 

the bottom of Recapture Canyon, ascend the west rim of Recapture Canyon at the east end of 

East Browns Canyon Road (B219), and end on top of the rim at the junction with Segment 3. 

Sections of the existing trail are becoming overgrown with vegetation and there are many 

drainage and erosion problems. Widening of the existing trail to accommodate vehicles would 

be needed in a few places.  

Fourteen re-routes away from the existing trail are proposed for Segment 2 based on 

establishing a sustainable ATV trail and avoiding cultural sites, riparian zones and steep areas. 

Near the top of the rim at the east end of Road B219, the trail would cross a marshy area below 

a spring. To avoid resource damage to this area, an improved travel surface would be installed. 

Depending on materials availability and best practical design, this surface may include two 

culverts (18 inch diameter by 6 to 8 feet long), gravel and/or wooden or metal planking or similar 

material to establish a more easily maintained trail surface. An ATV type cattle guard and horse 

gate would be installed in the range fence north of this marshy area. This steep section would 

also require regularly spaced water bars.  

Cross ditches would be constructed along Segment 2 where the trail crosses side drainages. A 

cross ditch consists of a dip with an armored downstream edge of angular boulders or an 

anchored log. It is estimated that about 15 of these structures would be required for Segment 2.  

Segment 2 also has about 12 sloped sections with improper drainage. These sections would 

require placement of regularly spaced water bars. Check dams would be constructed as 

necessary along the trail with logs or rocks to prevent further rutting or gullying, and to provide 

fill. Where applicable, additional soil material would be needed to fill in eroded areas. 

2.2.1.3  Segment 3   

Segment 3 begins near the cattleguard near the east end of Road B219 (East Browns Canyon 

Road). At this point a trailhead is proposed which is named for the East Browns Canyon Road, 

hereinafter referred to as the “Browns Canyon Trailhead”.  Segment 3 would be a total of about 

4.48 miles in length of which 3.88 miles are an existing trail and 0.6 miles would be newly 

constructed trail. This segment would traverse the western rim of Recapture Canyon and 

connect the Browns Canyon Trailhead at the south end to the BBT on the north end. Segment 3 

would provide access to three existing pullouts and would include construction of short sections 

of trail to access five additional pullouts to provide views of cultural sites in Recapture Canyon. 

Segment 3 would include construction for re-routes or pullouts and placement of four cattle 

guards and horse gates in existing fences. This segment would cross 0.32 miles of private 

lands.  SJC would acquire easements for the private lands to be crossed by Segment 3 prior to 

issuance of the ROW.  
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2.2.1.4 Segment 4 

Segment 4 would begin at the Lem’s Canyon Trailhead and proceed southeast down Lem’s 

Draw to its junction with the BBT. This segment would be a total of about 0.79 miles in length of 

which 0.72 is existing trail and 0.07 miles would be newly constructed trail.  

2.2.1.5 Segment 5   

Segment 5 would originate from SJC road B238 north of the Lem’s Draw trailhead and proceed 

south and southeast to its junction with the BBT. This segment would be about 0.66 miles in 

length. Segment 5 would follow an existing two-track road.  

2.2.1.6 Segment 6   

Segment 6 would begin in the bottom of Recapture Canyon at its junction with Segments 1 and 

2 and would climb out of the Canyon and proceed to the northwest to its junction with the BBT. 

This segment would be about 0.73 miles in length of which 0.54 are an existing trail and 0.19 

miles would be newly constructed trail. 

Erosion control measures would be applied along all segments to unauthorized trails, closed 

trails, or abandoned segments of trail associated with route relocation on a site-specific basis.  

These measures would be applied to 1) rehabilitate or restore natural soil, hydrologic, and 

vegetation conditions to the extent possible, or 2) stabilize steep and highly eroded trail 

segments where rehabilitation or restoration is not possible.  Measures would include: 

 Obliterating or re-contouring trail prism to natural contour or soil surface 

 Re-establishing natural drainage patterns where altered by trail prism  

 Installation of trail drainage features such as water bars, check dams, or and check logs 

 Ground-cover or slash placement 

 Re-establishment of native vegetation and, where appropriate, biological soil crusts. 

 

Mechanized or motorized equipment such as a trailcat could be used along segments where 

motorized use is authorized.  Along segments where only non-motorized uses are authorized, 

only work with handtools would be performed.  

 

For Alternative A this work would be completed on specific sections of existing routes along or 

adjacent to Segments 2, 3, 4, 6, 6 and 8, from the original proposal, totaling 16,406 feet or 3.10 

miles. 

2.2.2 Trailheads  

The proposed ATV trail system would include two trailheads. The trailheads would consist of 

parking and staging areas where people, vehicles, equipment, and material would be 

assembled prior to their use. The trailheads may also include toilets, tables, benches, and 

kiosks which would provide trail maps, along with informational and interpretive material, and 

educational material on archeological site etiquette as well as restrictions on the collection of 

paleontological material.  

2.2.2.1 Lem’s Draw Trailhead  

The Lem’s Draw Trailhead would be located on BLM land about 2 miles northeast of Blanding 

and 1 mile west of the northern stretch of Recapture Canyon. The trailhead would be accessed 

by travelling north on U.S. Highway 191 out of Blanding for about 1.4 miles and then taking  
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County B Road (B238) to the east for about 0.5 miles to the end of the pavement. At this 

location, there is a considerable amount of surface disturbance located in the unused portion of 

the Lem’s Draw gravel pit in which there is sufficient level area to park many vehicles and 

trailers. The trailhead would occupy about 0.38 acres but no additional surface disturbance 

would be necessary.  

2.2.2.2 Browns Canyon Trailhead  

The Browns Canyon Trailhead would be located on BLM land at the south end of Segment 3 on 

the mesa west of Recapture Canyon. Access to the trailhead would be by travelling south on 

Highway 191 out of Blanding for about 1.8 miles and then taking the Browns Canyon Road 

(County Road B219) to the east about 2.3 miles to its eastern end. This proposed trailhead is 

named for the East Browns Canyon Road, and is hereinafter referred to as the “Browns Canyon 

Trailhead”.  For this alternative it is located inan open, previously disturbed field located on the 

north side of the road would be graveled with material from the nearby gravel pit. Gravel would 

be loaded into a dump truck with a front-end loader, transported to the trailhead, and smoothed 

with a road grader. The proposed trailhead would occupy about 0.38 acres.   

2.2.2.3 Blanding Visitor Center Trailhead 

 The Recapture Canyon ATV trail system could be accessed from the existing Blanding Visitor 

Center trailhead via the Pacheco Trail and BBT. This trailhead is located within the northeastern 

portion of the Blanding City limits behind the Blanding Visitor Center at the east end of Center 

Street. Authorization to use the parking lot of the Visitor Center has been granted by the City of 

Blanding. The Visitor Center has restrooms available for the trailhead which are open 24 hours 

a day and 7 days per week. Parking is available in the paved area behind the Visitor Center. 

This trailhead would connect to the proposed trail system via the existing Pacheco Trail and the 

BBT. Maps and information would be provided at the Blanding Visitor Center but no additional 

construction or facilities would be necessary to accommodate users of the proposed Recapture 

Canyon ATV Trail System. 

2.2.3 Land Requirements 

The proposed trail system would cross both public lands administered by the BLM, and private 

land. The County would utilize a Title V ROW issued by BLM for public lands. Prior to issuance 

of the Title V ROW, SJC would acquire an easement for the private land which would be 

crossed by Segment 3.  

The trail system would cross 11.35 miles of BLM-administered lands and 0.32 miles of private 

lands located within portions of Townships 36 and 37 South and Ranges 22 and 23 East. The 

County has applied for a 12-foot wide ROW that allows for turnouts and passing of vehicles. 

However, surface disturbance for trail construction and travel would normally involve about a 

65-inch travel surface. In some locations, primarily in Segment 2, the trail cat (small steel 

tracked vehicle with a five-foot wide blade) may have to go outside the 12-foot ROW in order to 

better position the trail cat to move boulders or other obstructions. A BLM or contract 

archaeologist will be present during construction.  A Class III survey has been completed in the 

area to locate any potential cultural sites. 

Table 2.2 shows the ownership and estimated disturbance of each proposed component of the 
trail system. Disturbance estimates are based on the assumption that the full 12-foot width of 
the ROW would be disturbed during the construction period. This leads to an analysis of the 
maximum potential level of environmental consequences because 9.59 miles of the proposed 
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trail system would follow existing trails and roads where much of the surface would not require 
additional scraping, disturbance or removal of vegetation. Approximately 2.08 miles of new trail 
would be constructed where there would be some scraping and removal of vegetation. New 
surface disturbance during construction/improvement would be limited to areas where it is 
necessary to ensure that the travel surface would be continuous and discernible, and obstacles 
would be removed. During use of the trail, some disturbance would occur outside of the travel 
surface, but within the ROW, to allow ATVs to pass and for installation of signs and 
maintenance activities.  

Table 2.2 Alternative A - Project Ownership and Disturbance  

Project Component 
BLM Trail 

Miles (Acres)1 

Private Trail 

Miles (Acres)1 

Trails 11.35  (16.51) 0.32 (0.46 ) 

Segment 1 1.21 (1.76) 0.0 

Segment 2 3.80 (5.53) 0.0 

Segment 3 4.16 (6.05) 0.32 (0.46) 

Segment 4 0.79 (1.15) 0.0 

Segment 5 0.66  (0.96) 0.0 

Segment 6 0.73 (1.06) 0.0 

Lem’s Draw Gravel Pit Trailhead2 (0.38) 0.0 

Browns Canyon Trailhead2 (0.38) 0.0 

Total Disturbance  (17.27) (0.46 ) 

1 Acreage calculations are based on a 12-foot wide ROW. 

2 The trailheads and parking areas would be established on previously disturbed sites.  The trail system also 

could be accessed from the Blanding visitor center via the Pacheco Trail and BBT. 

Assuming disturbance of the 12-foot wide ROW, the trail segments would disturb 16.97 acres 

(16.51 BLM plus 0.46 private acres). The total permanent footprint associated with the 65-inch 

travel surface would be about 11.14 acres. The Lem’s Canyon and Browns Canyon trailheads 

would occupy about 0.38 acres each for a total of 0.76 acres of previously disturbed land. 

Overall the project would disturb or occupy up to 17.73 acres (17.27 BLM acres plus 0.46 

private acres).  

 

2.2.4 Trail Construction  

2.2.4.1 Trail Construction Procedures 

The trail would be designed and constructed of native materials so that the travel surface would 

be continuous and discernible and obstacles would be removed.  The County would provide the 

technical and financial support to construct and maintain the trail system. All trail improvements 

would be conducted under the oversight of the BLM utilizing BLM Manual and Handbook 

sections 9113 and 9115 and the United States Department of Agriculture Trail Construction and 

Maintenance Notebook, 2007 Edition as a guide.  
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Prior to construction/improvement, the route would be flagged by County and/or BLM personnel.  

In addition, BLM personnel may stake locations for erosion control structures such as water 

bars, water turnouts, and log bars.   

Mechanized equipment would include a trail cat. The trail cat would be used for clearing the trail 

of rocks, debris, and vegetation, along with pushing soil and material to level the trail surface 

and fill in ruts or washouts. A BLM or contract archaeologist will be present during construction.  

A Class III survey has been completed in the area to locate any potential cultural sites. 

The trail cat also would be used to install water control structures such as diversion berms or 

water bars. Hand crews would use hand tools for: 1) sawing and trimming trees and vegetation 

from the trail; 2) spreading debris from trail clearing onto closed segments of existing trails; 3) 

filling in ruts; 4) building water drainage controls on steep slopes to prevent erosion (which may 

include water dips and run out ditches, and the ditches may extend a short distance outside the 

proposed ROW); 5) stabilizing stream/drainage crossings, and 6) installing trail markers and 

ATV signs.  Restoration would include padding of the sites.  Padding entails the construction of 

a protective layer or “cap” over cultural resource sites or features to slow or stop impacts from 

continued use of such roads or trails.  Padding may consist of the placement of geotextile 

and/or other barrier materials, as well as a gravel and/or culturally sterile soil over 

archaeological features or sites. 

Access to all existing trails that leave the ROW, and that are not otherwise designated, would be 

signed as closed, and blocked or raked out, and covered with rocks/wood slash from the 

adjoining woodlands for at least the first 100 feet. Cutting of live vegetation would be authorized 

to provide additional biomass as needed to close these trails.  

The trail cat would be supported by an ATV and operator to transport the trail cat operator, fuel, 

and other supplies to the work site.   

The trail cat and support ATV would be transported on trailers and unloaded at Browns Canyon 

and Lem’s Canyon trailheads.  

The trail cat would either remain at work locations on the trail overnight or be walked back to the 

trailheads at the end of a work day.  Fuel for the trail cat would be transported in a five gallon 

container on the support ATV.  

An existing bridge would be removed and seven stream/drainage crossings (Segments 1, 2) 

would be hardened with local materials such as gravel and cobble rock. Where materials are 

available near the work sites they would be collected and used. If necessary these and other 

materials such as juniper posts, to be used as check or log dams in erosion-prone areas of 

abandoned trail segments, would be hauled in by the trail cat or support ATV from off-site 

sources. 

On Segment 2, an improved travel surface would be installed in the marshy area of trail below 

the Browns Canyon Trailhead.  Depending on materials availability and best practical design, 

this surface may include two 18-inch diameter by eight-foot long culverts, gravel, and/or wooden 

or metal planking or similar material.  

Culverts and other materials such as planking, gravel, fencing, and cattle guards would be 

transported by the support ATV to the work sites. 



 

Environmental Assessment 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System  

23 

2.2.4.2  Construction Schedule  

Construction would require about three weeks total time that may be spread over several 

months. Preconstruction field visits by BLM and County personnel to re-flag, identify, and stake 

locations for water bars, check dams, and other erosion control features is estimated to take 

about a week.  Initial trail construction is estimated to take two weeks; each week consisting of 

four 12- hour days during the work week.  Volunteer work to finish hand labor construction such 

as cutting/limbing of trees and other vegetation, hardening of stream/drainage crossings, hand 

placement of rock and other material, dispersal of cleared debris, installation of cattle guards, 

and trail signing would occur over a period of several weeks with concentrated efforts usually on 

Saturdays.  Construction would occur when soils are sufficiently dry so that ruts from vehicle 

travel do not form.  In order to avoid impacts to nesting birds and wintering mule deer and elk, 

the planned timing of construction/improvement would be September 1 to November 14 and 

could take two work seasons unless exceptions to restrictions for protection of raptors, 

migratory birds, elk, and deer are granted by the BLM authorized officer. 

2.2.4.3 Construction Workforce  

The workforce for initial trail construction would consist of the trail cat operator, one to two 

laborers, and a construction supervisor. Additional volunteer personnel (up to a dozen or more) 

would be used for “finish” hand labor such as sawing and cutting trees and branches where 

necessary to provide clearance for trail vehicles, clearing and scattering this debris from the 

trail, hand work to harden stream/drainage crossings,stabilize archaeological sites in or near the 

trail and placement of certain erosion control structures and trail markers (Carsonite posts).   

Volunteer labor and required resource monitors also would access work sites by ATVs. 

2.2.4.4 Fueling and Hazardous Materials  

Fueling of the trail cat would be done on the trail as necessary for continued operation.  ATVs 

would be brought to the work sites and would not need refueling on the worksite.  Chainsaws 

needed for cutting limbs and felling trees would be fueled as necessary on the worksite.  Fuel 

spillage other than small quantities around the fuel tank and engine housing is not expected.  If 

it should occur, fuel-stained soil would be shoveled into a container and disposed of in a dirty 

fuel disposal site.  Any spillage of a gallon or more would be reported to the local BLM office.  

No other hazardous materials would be used in construction or maintenance. 

2.2.4.5 Erosion and Sediment Control   

If required a SWPPP would be prepared prior to construction. Water bars, check dams and 

check logs, and cut debris would be used where appropriate to help retain soil and prevent 

accelerated erosion.   

Any existing route not authorized through the decision would be closed to motorized use and 

stabilized to reduce trail related erosion and sedimentation. Methods used to close and stabilize 

the unauthorized routes may include any or all of the following: placement of barricades; 

placement of closure signs; raking out OHV tracks; re-contouring; re-vegetation; covering the 

trail with rocks and vegetation collected or cut from the surrounding area.  
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2.2.5 Visitor Control, Signing, Interpretation and Law Enforcement 

2.2.5.1 Visitor Control 

The proposed trail system would be open for use on a yearlong basis, subject to restrictions and 

closures determined by BLM to be necessary to protect human health and safety, and cultural 

and natural resources.  Effective barriers would be placed at appropriate access points to 

prevent use by motorized vehicles other than ATVs (65 inches wide or less) and access to 

abandoned or unapproved trail sections would be blocked by placement of rocks or vegetative 

materials for at least the first 100 feet. 

Signs and markers (such as Carsonite strip posts) would be placed at trailheads, access points, 

segment junctions, and intersections with closed roads to clearly mark the trail, advise the public 

of authorized types of vehicles, and the prohibition on vehicle use of closed trails and off-trail 

riding. 

The County would monitor the trail system annually for evidence of off-trail and unauthorized 

use and subject to BLM approval would take appropriate steps such as blocking unused trails 

and placement of additional signs to restrict motorized use to the designated trail surfaces.  

As required by the Monticello RMP, if the BLM authorized officer determines that motorized 

vehicles are causing or will cause considerable adverse impacts, the authorized officer may 

close or restrict such areas. As specified in 43 CFR 8364.1 the public would be notified and the 

BLM may impose limitations on types of vehicles allowed on specific segments of the proposed 

trail system if monitoring indicates that a particular type of vehicle is causing off-trail disturbance 

to the soil, wildlife habitat, cultural, or vegetative resources. 

Motorized access for game retrieval would be restricted to the trail surface.  

Depending on future levels of use, BLM may require issuance of permits or passes for use of 

the trail system in Recapture Canyon, or take other measures, to protect public health and 

safety, prevent unacceptable resource damage, minimize recreational conflicts, or to maintain a 

quality recreational experience in the canyon. 

2.2.5.2 Signing and Interpretation 

BLM would place signs and kiosks with maps of the trail segments, interpretive information, and 

information on the proper use of the trail system at the Blanding Visitor Center, and Browns 

Canyon and Lem’s Draw trailheads. Trailhead signs would include a warning that other users 

may be on the trail and vehicles must be operated at safe speeds. Trailhead signs also would 

provide law enforcement contact information for reporting violations as well as information on 

protection of cultural, paleontological, and other resources that may be encountered along the 

proposed trails. Additional signs and markers would be placed at segment junctions and 

intersections with closed roads to clearly mark the authorized and closed trail segments. Signs 

would be replaced and maintained as necessary.  

Eight turnouts (Figure 2.1) would be marked along the rim north of Lem’s Draw to provide sites 

for viewing cultural ruins on the east wall of Recapture Canyon. The trail system would provide 

access to facilitate education and interpretation of the archeological values of Recapture 

Canyon. 
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2.2.5.3 Enforcement 

BLM and SJC would monitor trail system use and provide law enforcement as appropriate. BLM 

and SJC also would solicit volunteers and partner with special interest groups to provide for full 

monitoring and reporting of violations to BLM and SJC law enforcement officers.  Information on 

proper use of the trail system would be provided at the trailheads along with contact information 

for the public to use to report violations.   

2.2.6 Public Health and Safety  

2.2.6.1 Emergency Response 

Standard SJC procedures would be used for emergency response for injuries to construction 

workers or trail users where evacuation to medical facilities is necessary.  This would include a 

request for response from County Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Staff and/or the Sheriff’s 

Department through 9-1-1 dispatch. 

As a ROW holder, SJC would assume full liability if third parties are injured or damages occur to 

private property on or near the ROW (43 CFR 2805.12). The State of Utah does not require 

liability insurance for operation of ATVs.  Signs and kiosks at trailheads would provide a warning 

about the danger of potential high water levels in Recapture Canyon when the Recapture Dam 

is spilling, and advise trail users that all users of the trail system would use the trails at their own 

risk.  

As with other areas within the County, SJC Search and Rescue and local volunteers would 

respond in the event of accidents on the proposed trail system.  

2.2.6.2 Human and Solid Waste Handling and Disposal  

Due to the small number of construction workers involved in the project, human waste is not 

expected to accumulate to a problem level.  If accumulation of human waste from trail users 

becomes an issue, the County would coordinate with BLM on methods to resolve the problem, 

including placement of toilet facilities at the trailheads.   

Signs and kiosks at the trailheads would advise trail users of the “pack it in-pack it out” policy for 

handling of trash along the trails.  A waste collection system would not be developed for the 

proposed trail and trash cans would not be placed at trailheads or along the trail. 

2.2.7 Fire Control  

Wildfires or equipment fires are not expected as a result of operation of construction vehicles as 

all engines would have approved exhaust and/or spark arrestor systems.  Any fires inadvertently 

caused by construction personnel would be promptly suppressed by construction personnel 

using hand tools, or if this initial attack is not successful, a wildfire report would be made to the 

Moab Interagency Fire Center or 9-1-1.  Standard wildfire reporting procedures to Moab 

Interagency Fire Center or 9-1-1 would be used to report any fire observed in the area during 

the term of use of the ROW. 

2.2.8 Noxious and Invasive Species Control  

Equipment used in trail construction would be inspected and cleaned of any noxious weed 

seeds or plant debris prior to entering the work area.  Any occurrence of noxious weeds along 

the ROW reported by users or County personnel during inspections would be controlled by BLM 

and the SJC Weed Department using standard weed control procedures.  
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2.2.9 Monitoring and Maintenance 

The County would be responsible for cultural site monitoring in accordance with the Visitor 

Effects Study of the Cultural Resources PA for the Recapture Trails Right-of-Way.  Monitoring 

would be done by a qualified and permitted cultural resource specialist.  

The County would participate with BLM in carrying out the requirements of the Cultural 

Resources Programmatic Agreement Regarding the Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System ROW 

Application (Appendix A). SJC would assist BLM with preparation of a Six-Month Visitor Effects 

Report for 21 cultural sites within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) and fund qualified and 

permitted archeologists to conduct follow-up 1-year, 3-year and 5-year Visitor Effects Reports to 

be approved by BLM.  At the conclusion of the 5 year study the BLM, in consultation with the 

Consulting Parties, would determine whether, and at what measurement interval, any future 

monitoring should occur.  

If monitoring shows that sample sites are being damaged, use of the trail system would be 

controlled or reduced to avoid adverse impacts as established by the PA. If the BLM determines 

that adverse effects on historic properties are occurring, a Historic Properties Treatment Plan 

(HPTP) would be prepared to address those effects. The HPTP would identify the nature of 

the effect to which each historic property is being subjected, and the treatment strategies 

proposed to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects. Treatment strategies would include 

measures such as temporary trail closures, blocking of trails, placement of additional signs, and 

increased patrols.  

The County would assess trail conditions on an annual basis, as well as respond to reports from 

users of problems with trail condition or use.  Based on these assessments, the County, subject 

to BLM approval would take necessary corrective action to prevent off-trail use, and excessive 

soil erosion.  These actions could include placement of trail closure signs, barriers, and water 

control structures.   Should it become necessary to correct or repair locations on the trail where 

substantial washouts or rutting occurs, the County may use a trail cat to fill in washouts and 

install water control structures such as diversion berms or water bars.  The County would notify 

BLM before conducting any maintenance or taking any corrective actions other than routine 

maintenance and BLM would retain authority to deny the proposed actions. 

2.2.10 Post-Construction/Reclamation  

Abandoned segments of the trail system would be closed and stabilized as described in Section 

2.2.4.5.   

2.2.11 Estimated Cost of Project and Bonding 

Construction of the proposed trail system would require about three weeks work over six 

months. The estimated cost for County personnel and equipment is $12,000 to $15,000.  

Additional work to be done by volunteers is estimated to value $3,000 to $4,000 in unpaid 

compensation.  Cost of Carsonite sign posts installed with volunteer labor is estimated to be 

$500 to $800 (30 to 50 posts). The cost to prepare and gravel the Browns Canyon Trailhead is 

estimated to be $3,000 to $5,000 including the cost of equipment, materials, transport, and 

finishing.  The total estimated initial cost to SJC is between $15,000 and $20,000, not including 

annual costs for monitoring, maintenance, law enforcement or carrying out the requirements of 

the Cultural Resources PA.  



 

Environmental Assessment 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System  

27 

The County has advised BLM that it has sufficient funds in its General Fund to budget for this 
project in any one year.  Additionally, SJC may opt to choose a cost sharing arrangement if 
funds are acquired from outside the county such as Utah Parks and Recreation OHV Funds. 

As a unit of local government, SJC is self-bonded. Additional bonding would not be required.  

2.2.12 Right of Way Administration 

The proposed term of the ROW is 30 years.  At the end of the term of the ROW, the BLM would 

decide whether to renew the ROW.  If the ROW is not renewed, or SJC chooses to relinquish 

the ROW, BLM could continue to designate the trail system as open for vehicle use and assume 

maintenance and monitoring responsibilities or modify the MFO TMP to re-designate the trails 

as “closed” to vehicle use and remove the signs and markers from the trailheads and segments, 

except for Segment 1.  Segment 1 and 1 mile of segment 2 would be administered to continue 

to provide vehicular access for maintenance of the WCD pipeline and for BLM administrative 

purposes.  

BLM may suspend or terminate the ROW grant if SJC does not comply with applicable laws and 

regulations or any terms, conditions, or stipulations of the grant. The ROW may be terminated at 

the request of SJC or if the ROW is abandoned by SJC. Failure to use the ROW for its 

authorized purpose for any continuous 5-year period would create a presumption of 

abandonment (43 CFR 2807.17).  If the project is terminated or abandoned, SJC would reclaim 

the trails as directed by BLM. 

 

2.2.13 Additional Design Features and Environmental Protection 
Measures 

2.2.13.1 Cultural Resources  

The County would construct about 1.35 miles of new trail specifically to avoid damage to cultural 

resource sites along the existing trails. For other sites that cannot be avoided, mitigation 

treatments would be applied per the historical properties treatment plan prior to or as part of any 

construction activities. Padding would be placed on the trail to cover cultural sites if needed to 

protect the sites from continued erosion. The stabilized sites would be monitored by the BLM for 

the effectiveness of treatments.  Should stabilization techniques not meet the objectives, the 

BLM would reevaluate techniques and respond as necessary.  In the event of an unanticipated 

discovery of cultural resources BLM will follow 36CFR800.13 and take necessary measures to 

protect the discovery from adverse effects. The BLM will evaluate the discovery and potential 

adverse effects and consult with Tribes, Utah SHPO and consulting parties. If human remains 

are discovered all work (including construction or other ground disturbing activities) within 50 

meters of the discovery will cease. The remains will be dealt with as outlined in the Native 

American Graves and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) (Public Law 101-601-, 104 Statue 3048; 43 

CFR Part 10). Work may resume at the discretion of the BLM once all requirements are met 

under applicable Federal Law.  

Under the Monticello RMP and 43 CFR 8364.1 BLM may close cultural resource sites to 

visitation when they are determined to be at risk or pose visitor safety hazards. Domestic pets 

and pack animals would not be allowed in cultural sites or on archaeological resources as 

defined in the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA), and ropes and other climbing 

aids would not be allowed for access to cultural sites or archaeological resources as defined in 

ARPA, except for emergencies or administrative needs. 
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2.2.13.2 Paleontology 

The County and BLM would provide a qualified, and permitted paleontologist to monitor 

disturbed areas during construction/improvement on sections of the proposed trail that have a 

potential fossil yield class (PFYC) of 5. If important fossils are found, construction/improvement 

would cease until appropriate measures could be taken to collect important fossils or avoid 

further disturbance of fossil sites.  

Information on fossil potential and illegal collection of vertebrate fossils and tracks would be 

posted on trailhead signs and kiosks. 

2.2.13.3 Riparian Vegetation  

The County would construct about 0.16 miles of new trail to avoid OHV use through dense 

riparian vegetation.  Where possible, clearing of the trail would be restricted to the 65-inch travel 

surface to avoid unnecessary removal of riparian plants.  

2.2.13.4 Soil and Water 

Construction would not occur during or immediately following rain events or under any wetted 

conditions where the trail cat or support ATVs would create deep ruts (greater than 4 inches). 

Erosion control structures such as water bars would be installed as needed on newly 

constructed trail.  If necessary, SJC would obtain a NPDES permit. As mandated by this permit, 

a SWPPP would be developed prior to issuing the NPDES permit and followed during the 

Project. 

Routine maintenance would consist of repairing or replacing signs, removing trash, filling in 

minor ruts, and placing small water control structures to preclude erosion as necessary. Routine 

maintenance work would be accomplished by hand and utilizing ATVs for transport. Should it 

become necessary to correct or repair locations on the trail where substantial wash-outs or 

rutting occurs, the County may use a trail cat to fill in wash-outs and install water control 

structures such as diversion berms or water bars.  

An erosion control plan would be developed for trail construction on slopes greater than 21 

percent.  

2.2.13.5 Recreation 

"Leave No Trace" and "Tread Lightly" principles would be posted at the trailhead or kiosks. 

Group sizes for commercial motorized events/tours would be limited to 2 groups of 12 vehicles 

per day. Commercial hiking to cultural resource sites would be limited to the trail surface and 

human waste would be packed out. Ropes and other climbing aides would not be allowed to 

access cultural sites. 

Special Recreation Permits (SRPs) would be required by BLM as prescribed in the MFO RMP.  

SRPs would be required for:  

 Commercial motorized/mechanized events/tours  

 A group of more than 25 motorized vehicles 

 A group of more than 15 riding and/or pack animals 

 Activities or events with the potential to conflict with existing resource management 

guidelines/prescriptions 



 

Environmental Assessment 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System  

29 

 Events with the potential for user conflict 

 Events that could impact public health and safety 

2.2.13.6 Visual Resources 

Visual impacts of trail related facilities and structures would be  achieved through use of 

appropriate standard environmental colors and natural materials such as self-weathering metal 

and wood for all kiosks, tables, and fences. Kiosks, tables and other facilities would be sited to 

repeat the basic horizontal elements found at project locations.  

If clearing is needed at trailheads, edges would be contoured and feathered to match the 

surroundings. 

Native materials would be used for drainage structures when possible. If culverts are needed in 

along this section they would be properly buried.  

Approximately ten six-inch diameter plastic pipe culverts that have been placed along existing 

trails would be removed. 

2.2.13.7  Mule Deer and Elk  

In order to reduce disturbance of wintering deer and elk, SJC would not operate the trail cat for 

trail construction during the wintering period (November 15-April 15).  The BLM authorized 

officer may grant an exception if the animals are not present near the proposed trails or the 

activity can be completed so as to not adversely affect the animals. Routine use and 

maintenance of the proposed trail would be allowed during the winter period. 

2.2.13.8 Raptors and Migratory Birds  

In order to avoid disturbance of nesting raptors or migratory birds, including the SWFL, SJC 

would not construct the realigned portions of the trail segments during the raptor or migratory 

bird nesting seasons of March 1 to August 31 unless it is determined that nesting birds are not 

present near the proposed trails. 

 

2.3 Alternative B 

The objectives of Alternative B are to further avoid or reduce impacts on cultural and natural 

resources and provide a safer recreational experience. Slightly altering the alignment of 

Segments 2, 4, and 6 would avoid cultural resource sites, reduce trail gradient, and eliminate 

parallel trails.   

Alternative B would be the same as Alternative A except for the following: (1) The length of 

Segment 2 would be increased by 0.15 miles to re-route the trail to further reduce trail gradient 

and avoid cultural resources; (2) the length of Segment 4 would be reduced by 0.13 miles to 

more directly connect to the BBT; (3) the length of Segment 6 would be increased by 0.02 miles 

to reduce trail gradient on steep slopes with highly erodible soil and to avoid cultural resource 

sites;(4) the length of Segment 1 would be reduced by 0.09 miles to accommodate changes to 

Segments 2 and 6. 

Figure 2.2 shows the proposed realignments. Overall, the trail system would be about 0.04 
miles (211 feet) less than with Alternative A.  Assuming disturbance of the entire 12-foot ROW,   



 

Environmental Assessment 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System  

30 

Figure 2.2 Alternative B 

 

Alternative B would require about 0.06 acres less new disturbance than Alternative A, but 

disturbance on Segments 2 and 6 would be greater than with Alternative A. Specific sections of 
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SJC’s original ROW application along and adjacent to Segments 2, 3, 4, 6, and 8, (totaling 

18,121 feet or 3.43 miles) are proposed to be obliterated, stabilized, and/or revegetated. 

Alternative B also would differ from Alternative A in that camping would not be allowed along 

Segments 1 and 2 (5.0 miles) in the bottom of Recapture Canyon.  As with Alternative A, a 

FLPMA Title V ROW would be issued to SJC for the public land portions of the trail system that 

would be comprised of six segments. All other components of the trail system including 

trailheads would be designed, authorized, funded, aligned, constructed, used, monitored, and 

maintained as described for Alternative A. All of the design features described for Alternative A 

would apply and the Cultural Resources PA would be carried out just as with Alternative A. 

As with Alternative A, Alternative B would lift the 2007 closure of a portion of Recapture Canyon 

to public OHV use, and the MFO TMP would be modified to designate the trail system as open 

to motorized use.  

For cultural sites that cannot be avoided, mitigation treatments would be applied per the 

historical properties treatment plan prior to or as part of any construction activities. Erosion 

control measures would be applied along all segments to unauthorized trails, closed trails, or 

abandoned segments of trail associated with route relocation on a site-specific basis.  These 

measures would be applied to 1) rehabilitate or restore natural soil, hydrologic, and vegetation 

conditions to the extent possible, or 2) stabilize steep and highly eroded trail segments where 

rehabilitation or restoration is not possible. Mechanized or motorized equipment such as a 

trailcat could be used along segments where motorized use is authorized.  Along segments 

where only non-motorized uses are authorized, only work with handtools would be performed.  

For Alternative B this work would be completed on specific sections of existing routes along or 

adjacent to Segments 2, 3, 4, 6, 6 and 8, from the original proposal totaling 18,121 feet or 3.43 

miles. 

 

2.4 Alternative C  

The objectives of Alternative are to provide a variety of recreational opportunities; further reduce 

the potential for impacts from trail construction and use of motorized vehicles on riparian 

vegetation, wildlife, cultural resources, and water resources; reduce recreational user conflicts; 

reduce the potential for accidents involving ATVs and gravel trucks; and reduce impacts of 

noise and dust on private residences as compared to Alternatives A and B.  

With Alternative C, the trail system would be comprised of 10 segments and 3 trailheads. The 

total length of trails would be 13.75 miles of which 2.22 miles would be newly constructed trail 

as shown in Figure 2.3. Part of the design of this alternative is to allow individuals who are 

physically challenged to access the canyon via full sized vehicles.  Thay can drive from Highway 

191 to the Canyon Bottom Trailhead and then begin a walk along the relatively smooth 

Maintenance road for another mile down the canyon to observe the canyon environment and 

cultural resources.  

 



 

Environmental Assessment 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System  

32 

Figure 2.3 Alternative C 

  



 

Environmental Assessment 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System  

33 

Alternative C would not allow motorized vehicles on 3.95 miles of Segment 2 in the bottom of 

Recapture Canyon where the existing trail is becoming overgrown with vegetation, has many 

drainage and erosion problems and has a number of potential resource conflicts. Segment 2 

would be reduced from the 65-inch wide trail in a 12-foot corridor that would be provided by 

Alternatives A and B, to an 18-inch wide trail in a 3-foot corridor. Specific sections of SJC’s 

original ROW application along or adjacent to Segments 2, 3, 4, 6, and 10 (totaling 16,214 feet 

or 3.07 miles) are proposed to be obliterated, stabilized, and/or revegetated. 

This alternative is designed to reduce user conflicts by providing a mixed use trail system. Trail 

segments for ATVs up to 65-inches wide would be provided primarily on the north end of 

Recapture Canyon, and on the mesa top west of Recapture Canyon. Segments 1 (the road 

used primarily to maintain the WCD  pipeline) in the bottom of Recapture Canyon and 

Segments 5 and 8 on the mesa top would be designed for use by both ATVs and full-sized 

vehicles. Segment 2 in the bottom of Recapture Canyon and a loop trail around Moqui Island 

would be designed for non-motorized use. Visitors can drive from Highway 191 to the Canyon 

Bottom Trailhead. South of this point user conflicts would be reduced.  Physically challenged 

visitors can walk along the relatively smooth Maintenance road for another mile down the 

canyon to observe the canyon environment and cultural resources and not encounter ATVs. 

More able-bodied individuals, can continue another 3.75 miles down the canyon without 

encountering ATVs until they intersect with Segment 3. As with Alternative B, camping would 

not be allowed below the canyon walls along Segments 1 and 2 but would be allowed as 

prescribed by the Monticello RMP along the remainder of the trail system.  

Because Alternative C is a mixed use trail system, BLM would deny SJC’s FLPMA Title V ROW 

application for an ATV trail system. The BLM would be responsible for funding, constructing, 

signing, and monitoring use of the trail system.  BLM would encourage the County to enter into 

a partnership to provide the technical and financial support to construct and maintain the trail 

system.  Because a ROW would not be issued and most of the cultural resource sites that 

would be monitored under the Cultural Resources PA are within the canyon bottom, BLM rather 

than SJC would be responsible for the monitoring, reporting, and mitigation requirements of the 

Cultural Resources PA. The Consulting Parties would likely modify the PA based on proposed 

changes in trails and type of authorized use. BLM could enter into partnerships for these 

monitoring, reporting and mitigation requirements. 

As with Alternatives A and B, Alternative C would lift the 2007 closure of a portion of Recapture 

Canyon to public OHV use.  Alternative C also would include modification of the MFO TMP to 

designate the approved routes as open to the specific uses as displayed on Figure 2.3. 

The total surface disturbance including trailheads would be about 18.74 acres which is about 

1.01 acres more than with Alternative A and 1.08 acres more than with Alternative B. However 

disturbance on Segment 2 in the bottom of Recapture Canyon would be reduced from 5.53 

acres to 1.44 acres.   

2.4.1 Trail Segments 

With Alternative C four new segments (Segments 7, 8, 9 and 10) would be added to the trail 

system. 

The ten segments in this alternative would total about 13.75 miles as compared to six segments 

and 11.67 miles with Alternative A and six segments and 11.63 miles with Alternative B. About 

0.43 miles of the BBT would be included in Segment 1 to provide for access by full-sized 

vehicles. Segments 2, 4, and 6 would be realigned as described for Alternative B. As with 
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Alternative B the length of Segment 2 would be increased by 0.15 miles to re-route the trail to 

further reduce trail gradient and avoid cultural resources; the length of Segment 4 would be 

reduced by 0.13 miles to more directly connect to the BBT; and the length of Segment 6 would 

be increased by 0.02 miles to reduce trail gradient on steep slopes with highly erodible soil and 

to avoid cultural resource sites.   About 0.27 miles of Segment 3 would be replaced by the 0.25 

mile-long Segment 10. 

The miles of trail available to various categories of users with this alternative are shown in Table 

2.3. 

Table 2.3 Alternative C -Trail Use Categories 

Designated User 

Category 
Segments 

Miles (Acres)3 

of Trail 

Disturbance 

Travel Surface 

Width  

(Footprint 

Acres) 

ATVs1 3,4, 6,7,10 6.34 (9.22) 65 inches  

(4.17) 

Full-sized Vehicles  1, 5, 8 2.76 (6.69) 14 feet (4.68) 

Non-motorized 2 2, 9 4.65 (1.69) 18 inches 

(0.85) 

Total 10 Segments 13.75 (17.60) (9.70) 

1 ATV use also would be allowed on segments designed for full-sized vehicles.  

2. Hiking, biking and equestrian use would be allowed on all segments except Segment 9 which would be 

restricted to hiking. 

3 Based on disturbance of a 12-foot wide path for ATV trail, 20-foot wide path for full-sized vehicle trail and a 

36-inch wide path for non-motorized trail. 

 

Table 2.4 provides details on construction and improvements. 

  

Table 2.4 Alternative C- Construction by Trail Segment 

Segment 

# 

Segment 

Miles 

(Acres)1 

Improvements 

Construction 

outside of 

existing trail 

alignments 

Miles (Acres)1 

Purpose of 

Construction 

1 1.552 

(3.76) 

Improve a 14-foot wide 

travel surface; harden a 

crossing of Recapture 

Creek 

0.00 Provide for use by full-sized 

vehicles 

2 3.95 

(1.44) 

Improve a 14-foot wide 

travel surface; harden a 

crossing of Recapture 

Creek, establish an 18-

1.33 (0.48) Eliminate three stream 

crossings; improve 

approach to 

stream/drainage crossings 
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Segment 

# 

Segment 

Miles 

(Acres)1 

Improvements 

Construction 

outside of 

existing trail 

alignments 

Miles (Acres)1 

Purpose of 

Construction 

inch wide travel 

surface; 15 areas of 

new construction; 

bridging of a marshy 

area; construction of an 

S-turn; installation of a 

cattle guard, horse 

gate, and erosion 

control features 

and avoid riparian 

vegetation, cultural 

resource sites, and reduce 

trail gradient; reduce trail 

width to accommodate foot, 

horseback, and bicycle use 

3 4.21 

(6.12) 

Establish a 65-inch 

wide travel surface; 9 

areas of construction 

outside of existing trail 

alignment; replace an 

existing cattle guard, 

install 3 cattle guards 

and 4 horse gates on 

existing fences 

0.60 (0.87) Eliminate 0.27 miles of trail 

to the existing Browns 

Canyon Trailhead; provide 

3 new and access 5 

existing pullouts to view 

Recapture Canyon; avoid 

cultural resources. 

4 0.67 

(0.97) 

Establish a 65-inch 

wide travel surface; 2 

constructed re-routes 

outside of existing trail 

alignment 

0.07(0.10) Avoid steep slopes and 

eliminate 0.12 miles of trail 

that parallel the BBT 

5 0.66 

(1.61) 

Improve a 14-foot wide 

travel surface 

0.00 Provide for use by full-sized 

vehicles 

6 0.75 

(1.09) 

Establish a 65-inch 

travel surface; 1 

constructed re-route 

outside of existing trail 

alignment 

0.22 (0.32) Reduce trail gradient and 

erosion 

7 0.46 

(0.67) 

Establish a 65-inch 

wide travel surface 

0.00 Avoid mixed ATV and 

gravel truck traffic 

8 0.553 

(1.33) 

Establish a 14-foot 

wide travel surface 

0.00 Provide for use by full-sized 

vehicles 

9 0.70 

(0.25) 

Reduce trail width to 

18-inches 

0.00 Provide a trail and view 

point around Moqui Island 

for hiking 

10 0.25 

(0.36) 

Establish a 65-inch 

wide travel surface 

0.00 Access to relocated Browns 

Canyon Trailhead 

Total 13.75 

(17.60) 

 2.22 (1.77)  
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1 Based on disturbance of a 12-foot wide path for ATV trail, 20-foot wide path for full-sized vehicle trail and a 36-inch 

wide path for non-motorized trail. 

2 Includes 0.43 miles of the BBT that would be re-designated as full-sized vehicle route. 

3 Includes 0.20 miles of the BBT that would be re-designated as full-sized vehicle route. 

2.3.1.1 Segment 1  

Segment 1 would be 1.55 miles of existing road including a 0.43 mile long section of the BBT. It 

would begin at its junction with Highway 191 near Recapture Dam and extend in a southerly 

direction down the bottom of Recapture Canyon on the existing road used primarily to maintain 

the WCD pipeline to its junction with Segments 2 and where a new Canyon Bottom Trailhead 

would be constructed. The pipeline is authorized by a right-of-way (BLM ROW UTU-42412) 

issued in 1986 to the WCD. Segment 1 would be designated for use by full-sized vehicles and 

would be maintained for a 14-foot wide travel surface.  

2.3.1.2 Segment 2  

As with Alternative B, Segment 2 would total 3.95 miles in length of which 2.62 miles would be 

existing trail and 1.33 miles would be newly constructed trail. This segment would begin at a 

new Canyon Bottom Trailhead at the south end of Segment 1 and extend in a southerly 

direction down the bottom of Recapture Canyon along the road used primarily to maintain the 

WCD pipeline, cross Recapture Creek, then follows an old trail towards Brown’s canyon, then 

ascends the west rim of Recapture Canyon, and ends on top of the rim at its junction with 

Segment 3. The trail would follow the same alignment as Alternative B, but would be maintained 

for an 18-inch wide travel surface designated for non-motorized (hiking, biking, and equestrian) 

use instead of a 65-inch wide ATV trail. 

Segment 2 has about 12 sloped sections with poor drainage. These sections would require 

placement of regularly spaced water bars. Check dams would be constructed as necessary 

along the trail with juniper logs or rocks to prevent further rutting or gullying and to provide fill. 

Where applicable, additional soil material would be needed to fill in eroded areas.  This segment 

of trail crosses Recapture Canyon or side drainages at six locations. Unlike Alternatives A and 

B, the trail would be designed for non-motorized use and the stream/drainage crossings would 

not be hardened. 

On Segment 2 an improved 18-inch wide travel surface would be installed in the marshy area of 

the trail below the Browns Canyon Trailhead.  Depending on materials availability and best 

practical design, two small diameter culverts, gravel, and/or wooden or metal planking or similar 

material may be required to establish a more easily maintained trail surface.  

2.3.1.3 Segment 3  

Segment 3 would total 4.21 miles in length of which 3.61 miles would be existing trail and 0.60 

miles would be newly constructed trail. This segment would follow the same alignment as with 

Alternatives A and B with the exception that about 0.27 miles of the segment north of the 

Browns Canyon Trailhead would be eliminated and replaced by Segment 10 because the 

Browns Canyon Trailhead would be located at the north end of the nearby gravel pit, requiring a 

slightly shorter (0.25 miles) access road compared with Alternatives A and B. 

As with Alternatives A and B, Segment 3 would be designated and designed for ATV use with a 

65-inch travel surface and would traverse the western rim of Recapture Canyon. It would 
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provide access to five existing pullouts and would include construction of short sections of trail 

to access three additional pullouts to provide views of cultural sites in Recapture Canyon. As 

with Alternatives A and B, Segment 3 would include nine areas of construction for re-routes or  

the pullouts and placement of two cattle guards and three horse gates in existing fences. 

2.3.1.4 Segment 4  

As with Alternatives A and B, Segment 4 would begin at the Lem’s Canyon Trailhead and 

proceed southeast down Lem’s Draw to its junction with the BBT.  As with Alternative B, this 

segment would be designated and designed for ATV use with a 65-inch wide travel surface and 

the alignment would eliminate about 0.12 miles of the existing trail to avoid paralleling the BBT. 

This segment would be a total of about 0.67 miles in length of which 0.60 miles would be 

existing trail and 0.07 miles would be newly constructed trail.  

2.3.1.5 Segment 5  

As with Alternatives A and B, Segment 5 would originate from SJC Road B238 north of the 

Lem’s Draw trailhead and proceed south and southeast to its junction with the BBT. It would be 

about 0.66 miles in length and would follow an existing two-track road. However, Segment 5 

would be designated and designed for use by full-sized vehicles with a 14-foot wide travel 

surface rather than the 65-inch wide surface that would be provided with Alternatives A and B. 

2.3.1.6 Segment 6  

As with Alternatives A and B, Segment 6 would begin in the bottom of Recapture Canyon at its 

junction with Segments 1 and 2 and would climb out of the Canyon and proceed to the 

northwest to its junction with the BBT. This segment would be designated and designed for ATV 

use with a 65-inch wide travel surface and would follow the same alignment as with Alternative 

B. It would be about 0.75 miles in length of which 0.22 miles would be newly constructed trail 

outside of the existing alignment.  

2.3.1.7 Segment 7  

Segment 7 would begin at the Lem’s Draw Trailhead and proceed north to its junction with SJC 

Road B238, cross it at a right angle, and include a short section that parallels B238 to connect 

with Segment 5. This segment would be a total of about 0.46 miles in length and would follow 

an existing trail. It would be designated and designed for ATV use with a 65-inch wide travel 

surface. This segment would allow ATV riders to access Segment 5 of the trail system without 

travelling on SJC Road B238 except to cross at a right angle where there is a long sight 

distance. 

2.4.1.8 Segment 8  

Segment 8 would begin at the junction of Segment 5 and the BBT and would extend to the 

southeast and end with a loop. It would be a total of 0.55 miles in length and would follow 

existing two-track trails except for about 0.11 miles at the loop turnaround. It would include 

about 0.20 miles of the BBT and would be designated and designed with a 14-foot wide travel 

surface for use by full-sized vehicles. Full-sized vehicles would access Segment 8 from 

Segment 5 that also would be designated and designed for full-sized vehicles. ATVs could 

access Segment 8 from the BBT as well as Segment 5. 
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2.3.1.9 Segment 9  

Segment 9 would be a 0.70-mile non-motorized (hiking) loop around Moqui Island that would be 

accessed from Segment 8.  The trail would have an 18-inch wide travel surface and would 

follow existing trails including a trail to access a viewpoint for Recapture Canyon. Biking and 

equestrian use would not be allowed on this segment. 

2.3.1.10 Segment 10 

Segment 10 would begin at a relocated Browns Canyon Trailhead and extend northeast to 

connect to Segment 3.  It would be 0.25-miles long and would follow existing trails except for 

0.07 miles of new construction to traverse across a steep slope and connect two existing trails. 

It would be designated and designed for ATV use with a 65-inch wide travel surface.  

Erosion control measures would be applied along all segments to unauthorized trails, closed 

trails, or abandoned segments of trail associated with route relocation on a site-specific basis.  

These measures would be applied to 1) rehabilitate or restore natural soil, hydrologic, and 

vegetation conditions to the extent possible, or 2) stabilize steep and highly eroded trail 

segments where rehabilitation or restoration is not possible.  

Mechanized or motorized equipment such as a trailcat could be used along segments where 

motorized use is authorized.  Along segments where only non-motorized uses are authorized, 

only work with handtools would be performed.  For Alternative C this work would be completed 

on specific sections of existing routes along or adjacent to Segments 2, 3, 4, 6, and 10, from the 

original proposal, totaling 15,569 feet or 2.95 miles. 

2.4.2 Trailheads 

Alternative C would include three trailheads as compared to two with Alternatives A and B. The 

Lem’s Draw Trailhead (0.38 acres) would be constructed the same as with Alternatives A and B. 

To reduce the potential for dust and noise impacts on local residences, the Browns Canyon 

Trailhead (0.38 acres) would be moved 0.25 miles south and east and an 0.25-mile long 

Recapture Canyon access trail (Segment 10, Figure 2.3) would be designated to access 

Segment 3.  

A new 0.38-acre Canyon Bottom Trailhead would be added to the system to provide a parking 

area to facilitate non-motorized use of Segment 2 in the canyon and ATV use on Segment 6. 

Segment 6 would provide ATV access to the canyon rim and the mesa west of Recapture 

Canyon.  It would be located about 2 miles south of the Recapture Dam at the end of Segment 

1 (the existing road used primarily to maintain the WCD pipeline).  

 

2.4.3 Land Requirements 

As with Alternatives A and B, the trails would cross a combination of public lands administered 

by the BLM and of private land. The trail system would cross 13.43 miles of BLM-administered 

lands and 0.32 miles of private land (that would be crossed by Segment 3) within portions of 

Townships 36 and 37 South and Ranges 22 and 23 East. However, because a ROW would not 

be issued to SJC, BLM rather than the County would have to acquire easements for the private 

land on Segment 3 prior to designating the segment as open to motorized use. 

Table 2.5 shows the ownership and estimated disturbance of each component of the trail 

system.   
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Table 2.5 Alternative C- Project Ownership and Disturbance  

Project Component 
BLM Trail 

Miles (Acres)1 

Private Trail 

Miles (Acres)1 

Trails 13.43 (17.14) 0.32 (0.46 ) 

Segment 1 1.55 (3.76) 0.0 

Segment 2 3.95 (1.44) 0.0 

Segment 3 3.89 (5.66) 0.32 (0.46) 

Segment 4 0.67 (0.97) 0.0 

Segment 5 0.66 (1.61) 0.0 

Segment 6 0.75 (1.09) 0.0 

Segment 7 0.46 (0.67) 0.0 

Segment 8 0.55 (1.33) 0.0 

Segment 9 0.70 (0.25) 0.0 

Segment 10 0.25 (0.36) 0.0 

Lem’s Draw Gravel Pit Trailhead (0.38) (0.0) 

Browns Canyon Trailhead (0.38) (0.0) 

Canyon Bottom Trailhead (0.38) (0.0) 

Total Disturbance (acres) (18.28) (0.46) 

1 Based on disturbance of a 12-foot wide path for ATV trail, 20-foot wide path for full-sized vehicle trail and a 

36-inch wide path for non-motorized trail. 

2 The Lem’s Draw and Browns Canyon trailheads and parking areas would be established on 

previously disturbed sites. The Canyon Bottom Trailhead would be new disturbance. 

Overall, Alternative C would disturb approximately 18.74 acres as compared to 17.73 acres with 

Alternative A and 17.67 with Alternative B. About 16.52 miles would be on existing trails and 

2.22 miles would be newly constructed trail. 

2.4.4 Trail Construction 

As with Alternatives A and B, ATV trail sections would be constructed with the use of a trail cat. 

Full-sized vehicle trails (Segments 1, 5, and 8) also would be constructed with the use of a trail 

cat and if necessary heavier equipment such as a road grader and pickup trucks. Non-

motorized segments (Segments 2 and 9) would be constructed by hand without the use of a trail 

cat or motorized equipment. Segments 8 and 9 that would provide access to Moqui Island would 

be constructed only after approval of a Cultural Resources Project Plan (CRPP) for stabilization 

and interpretation of the Moqui Island cultural sites including completion of cultural resource 

consultation and NEPA requirements for the CRPP. 

2.4.4.1 Trail Construction Procedures 

BLM rather than SJC would construct, maintain and administer the trail system.  As with 

Alternatives A and B, trails would be constructed of native materials so that the tread would be 

continuous and discernible and obstacles would be removed. All trail improvements would be 

conducted under the oversight of the BLM utilizing BLM Manual and Handbook sections 9113 
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and 9115 and the United States Department of Agriculture Trail Construction and Maintenance 

Notebook, 2007 Edition as a guide.  

Prior to earth moving activity, the route would be flagged along with locations for erosion control 

structures such as water bars, water turnouts, and log bars.   

Construction/improvement of ATV trails (Segments 3, 4, 6, 7 and 10) would involve the use of a 

trail cat, ATVs, and hand labor crews.  

The trail cat would be used for clearing the trail of rocks, debris, and vegetation along with 

pushing soil and material to level the trail surface and fill in ruts or washouts. The trail cat and 

support ATVs also would be used to deliver materials such as gravel, fencing, and cattle guards 

and to install water control structures such as diversion berms or water bars. Hand crews would 

use hand tools for: 1) sawing and trimming trees and vegetation from the trails, 2) spreading 

debris from trail clearing onto closed segments, 3) filling in ruts, 4) building water drainage 

controls on steep slopes to prevent erosion which may include water dips and run out ditches 

and the ditches may extend a short distance outside the proposed ROW, and 5) installing trail 

markers and signs identifying allowed methods of travel.  Restoration would include padding of 

the sites.  Padding entails the construction of a protective layer or “cap” over cultural resource 

sites or features to slow or stop impacts from continued use of such roads or trails.  Padding 

may consist of the placement of geotextile and/or other barrier materials, as well as a gravel 

and/or culturally sterile soil over archaeological features or sites. 

ATVs would be transported to and unloaded at the Browns Canyon, Lem’s Draw, and Canyon 

Bottom trailheads. The trail cat would either remain at work locations on the trails overnight or 

be walked back to the trailheads at the end of a work day.  On these segments fuel for the trail 

cat would be transported in a five gallon container on a support ATV.  

Construction of  segments designated and designed for full-sized vehicles (Segments 1, 5, and 

8) including the required portions of the BBT, as well as the Canyon Bottom Trailhead at the 

south end of Segment 1, would be done with the trail cat supported by full-sized vehicles such 

as a road grader and pickup trucks.  

On non-motorized segments (Segments 2 and 9), all work would be done with the use of hand 

tools.  Crews would hike to the work location and would carry in all hand tools.  Chainsaws may 

be used for clearing of vegetation. 

As with Alternatives A and B, all existing trails along the segments that are not otherwise 

designated would be blocked, signed as closed, raked out, and covered with rocks and/or 

vegetation (slash) collected or cut from the surrounding area for at least the first 100 feet.  Live 

vegetation would be cut from adjoining woodlands to provide additional biomass as needed to 

close these trails.  

2.3.4.2 Construction Schedule  

Because of the addition of four segments and the Canyon Bottom Trailhead, Alternative C 

would require more construction time than Alternatives A and B. Construction would require 

about eight weeks. Preconstruction field visits by BLM personnel to flag, identify, and stake 

locations for water bars, check dams, and other erosion control features is estimated to take 

about a week.  Initial trail construction is estimated to take about six weeks; each week 

consisting of five 12-hour days during the work week.  Volunteer work to finish hand labor 

construction such as cutting/limbing of trees and other vegetation, hand placement of rock and 

other material, dispersal of cleared debris, and installation of cattle guards and trail signing 
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would occur over a period of several weeks with concentrated efforts usually on Saturdays. As 

with Alternatives A and B, construction would occur when soils are sufficiently dry so that ruts 

from the trail cat and/or support ATVs do not form. In order to avoid impacts to nesting birds and 

wintering mule deer and elk, the planned timing of construction would be September 1 to 

November 14, unless exceptions to restrictions for protection of raptors, listed threatened and 

endangered bird species, and migratory birds, elk, and deer are granted by the BLM authorized 

officer. 

2.3.4.3 Construction Workforce  

The motorized segments of the trail system would be completed by the MFO Force Account 

Crew. As with Alternatives A and B, the workforce for initial trail construction of motorized 

segments would consist of the trail cat or grader operator (on full-sized vehicle trails), one to two 

laborers, and a construction supervisor. Additional volunteer personnel (up to a dozen or more) 

would be used for “finish” hand labor such as sawing and cutting trees and branches where 

necessary to provide clearance for trail vehicles, clearing and scattering this debris from the trail 

and placement of certain erosion control structures and trail markers (Carsonite posts). 

Volunteer labor and required resource monitors also would access work sites on motorized 

segments by ATVs or pick-ups (full-sized vehicle trails).  

The non-motorized segments (Segments 2 and 9) would be constructed by a professional trail 

crew hired by the MFO. Workers would be required to access non-motorized segments on foot, 

bicycle, or horseback. 

2.3.4.4 Fueling and Hazardous Materials  

Fueling of the trail cat or road grader on motorized segments would be done on the trail as 

necessary for continued operation.  However, equipment would be fueled prior to transport to 

the work sites and generally would not need refueling on the worksites.   

On all segments, chainsaws needed for cutting limbs and felling trees would be fueled as 

necessary on the worksite.  Fuel spillage other than small quantities around the fuel tank and 

engine housing is not expected.  If it should occur, fuel-stained soil would be shoveled into a 

container and disposed of in a dirty fuel disposal site.  No other hazardous materials would be 

used in construction or maintenance. 

2.3.4.5 Erosion and Sediment Control  

As with Alternatives A and B, water bars, check dams and check logs, and cut debris would be 

used where appropriate to help retain soil and prevent accelerated erosion.   

Any existing route not authorized through the decision would be closed to motorized use and 

stabilized to reduce trail related erosion and sedimentation. Methods used to close and stabilize 

the unauthorized routes may include any or all of the following: placement of barricades; 

placement of closure signs; raking out OHV tracks; re-contouring; re-vegetation; covering the 

trail with rocks and vegetation collected or cut from the surrounding area. 

  



 

Environmental Assessment 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System  

42 

2.4.5 Visitor Control, Signing, Interpretation and Enforcement 

2.4.5.1 Visitor Control 

As with Alternatives A and B, the proposed trail system would be open for use on a yearlong 

basis, subject to restrictions or closures to protect human health and safety or to prevent 

unacceptable environmental impact.  Effective barriers would be placed at appropriate access 

points to prevent use by motorized vehicles and access to abandoned trail sections would be 

blocked by placement of rocks or vegetative materials for at least the first 100 feet. 

Signs and markers (such as Carsonite posts) would be placed at trailheads, access points, 

segment junctions, and intersections with closed roads to clearly mark the trail and advise the 

public of authorized types of vehicles and the prohibition of off-trail riding and vehicle use on 

closed trails.   

BLM would monitor the trail system annually for evidence of off-trail and unauthorized use and 

would take appropriate steps such as blocking access and placement of additional signs to 

restrict motorized use to the designated trails.  

2.4.5.2 Signing and Interpretation 

Signs and kiosks with maps of the segments, interpretive information, and information on the 

proper use of the trail system would be placed at the Blanding Visitor Center, Browns Canyon, 

Lem’s Draw, and Canyon Bottom trailheads, and at the junctions with the BBT and Highway 191 

as well as the loop at the end of Segment 8. As with Alternatives A and B, signs would include a 

warning that motorized trail may be used by other users and vehicles must be operated at safe 

speeds. They also would provide law enforcement contact information for reporting violations as 

well as information on protection of cultural, paleontological, and other resources that may be 

encountered along the proposed trails. Additional signs and markers would be placed at 

segment junctions and intersections with closed roads to clearly mark the authorized and closed 

segments. Signs would be replaced and maintained as necessary.  

In addition to the eight turnouts marked along the rim with Alternatives A and B, Alternative C 

would provide sites for viewing cultural ruins on the east wall of Recapture Canyon along 

Segment 9. As with Alternatives A and B, the trail system would provide access to facilitate 

education and interpretation of the archeological values of Recapture Canyon. Additionally, with 

Alternative C, cultural sites at Moqui Island may be stabilized and interpreted after completion of 

a CRPP. 

2.3.5.3 Enforcement 

BLM would be responsible for monitoring and enforcement to insure compliance with all federal 

laws and regulations. BLM would solicit volunteers and partner with SJC and special interest 

groups who would provide information to law enforcement officers for full monitoring and 

enforcement.  Information on proper use of the trail system would be provided at key locations 

along with contact information for the public to use to report violations.   
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2.4.6 Public Health and Safety  

2.4.6.1 Emergency Response 

BLM would provide for emergency response for injuries to construction workers.  As with other 

areas in the County, the SJC Search and Rescue and local volunteers would respond in the 

event of accidents involving users of the proposed trail system.  

BLM rather than SJC would be liable if third parties are injured or damages occur to private 

property on or near the ROW.  BLM’s liability would be limited as provided in the Federal Tort 

Claims Act and other federal law. 

2.4.6.2 Human and Solid Waste Handling and Disposal  

As with Alternatives A and B, human waste is not expected to accumulate to a problem level.  If 

accumulation of human waste from trail users becomes an issue, BLM would resolve the 

problem through methods such as placement of toilet facilities at the trailheads.  Signs and 

kiosks would advise trail users of the “pack it in-pack it out” policy for handling of trash along the 

trails; trash cans would not be placed along the trails. 

2.4.7  Fire Control  

As with  Alternatives A and B, wildfires or equipment fires are not expected during construction 

activities from construction vehicles as all engines would have approved exhaust and/or spark 

arrestor systems.  Any fires inadvertently caused by construction personnel would be promptly 

suppressed by construction personnel using hand tools, or if this initial attack is not successful, 

a wildfire report would be made to the Moab Interagency Fire Center or 9-1-1.  Standard wildfire 

reporting procedures to Moab Interagency Fire Center or 9-1-1 would be used to report any fire 

observed in the area after the construction period. 

2.4.8  Noxious and Invasive Species Control  

As with Alternatives A and B, equipment used in trail construction would be inspected and 

cleaned of any noxious weed seeds or plant debris prior to entering the work area. Any 

occurrence of noxious weeds along the ROW reported by users or BLM personnel during 

inspections would be controlled by BLM through standard procedures involving the SJC Weed 

Department.  

2.4.9  Monitoring and Maintenance 

Because a ROW would not be issued, BLM rather than SJC would be responsible for cultural 

site monitoring in accordance with the Visitor Effects Study of the Cultural Resources PA for the 

Recapture Trails ROW.  This includes Site Visitor Effects Assessment of 21 cultural sites at 

intervals of six months, one year, three years, and five years. 

BLM would assess trail conditions on an annual basis as well as respond to reports from users 

of problems with trail condition or use.  Based on these assessments the BLM would take 

necessary corrective action to prevent off-trail use and excessive soil erosion.  As with 

Alternatives A and B, these actions could include blocking access, placement of trail closure 

signs, and water control structures.   Should it become necessary to correct or repair locations 

on the trail where substantial washouts or rutting occurs, the BLM would use a trail cat and 

support ATVs on ATV designated segments or a trail cat or road grader with a support pickup 



 

Environmental Assessment 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System  

44 

truck on full-sized vehicle trails to fill in washouts and install water control structures such as 

diversion berms or water bars.   

2.4.10 Post-Construction/Reclamation  

As with  Alternatives A and B, abandoned segments of the trail system would be allowed to 

reclaim naturally after installation of erosion control structures, rock, and placement of cut debris 

(slash) as described in Section 2.4.2.1.   

2.4.11 Estimated Cost of Project and Bonding 

Construction of the proposed trail system would require about eight weeks work over about six 

months. The estimated cost for BLM personnel and equipment would be $25,000 to $30,000.  

Additional work to be done by volunteers is estimated to value $5,000 to $6,000 in unpaid 

compensation.  Cost of Carsonite sign posts installed with volunteer labor is estimated to be 

$800 to $1,200 (50 to 80 posts). The cost to prepare and gravel the relocated Browns Canyon 

Trailhead is estimated to be $3,000 to $5,000 including the cost of equipment, materials, 

transport, and finishing. The estimated cost of leveling and installing facilities at the Canyon 

Bottom Trailhead is also estimated be to $3,000 to $5,000.  

The BLM MFO would initiate construction and marking of the trail system after acquiring funding 

for the project. If the trail system were approved, BLM would request funding through its budget 

process which generally requires a minimum of two years. BLM may enter into cooperative 

agreements for cost sharing if funds are acquired from other willing parties such as SJC or the 

Utah Division of State Parks and Recreation. Because BLM would be responsible for monitoring 

and maintenance of the trail system, and an increase in ongoing annual funding would be 

required. BLM could enter into partnerships for monitoring, reporting, maintenance and 

mitigation actions. 

BLM as a unit of the Federal Government is exempt from bonding requirements. 

  

2.4.12 Right of Way Administration 

With Alternative C, the trail segments would be designated under the MFO TMP for the 

described uses but a FLPMA Title V ROW would not be issued to SJC. The trail system would 

remain in place until such time that the BLM chooses to modify the TMP, or amend the MFO 

RMP, to close or change the authorized uses of the trails. Segment 1 and the northern 1.0 mile 

of Segment 2 would be administered to provide access to the WCD pipeline for maintenance 

purposes and for BLM administrative use.  If a segment is permanently closed, it would be 

reclaimed as directed by the TMP or RMP decision.  

2.4.13 Additional Design Features and Environmental Protection 
Measures 

Additional design features and environmental protection measures would be the same as with 

Alternatives A and B with the exception that riparian vegetation and cultural resources would be 

further protected by reducing the width of the trail and prohibiting vehicles along Segment 2. For 

cultural sites that cannot be avoided, mitigation treatments would be applied per the historical 

properties treatment plan prior to or as part of any construction activities. BLM rather than SJC 

would be responsible for implementation of the cultural resource PA and other measures. If the 

BLM authorized officer determines that motorized vehicles pose a risk to public health or safety 
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or are causing considerable adverse impacts to cultural or natural resources, the BLM may 

close or restrict such areas. The public would be notified and the BLM may impose limitations 

on types of vehicles allowed on specific segments of the proposed trail system if monitoring 

indicates that a particular type of vehicle is causing off-trail disturbance to the soil, wildlife 

habitat, cultural, or vegetative resources. 

Construction periods would be timed to avoid or minimize impacts on wildlife; invasive species 

would be monitored and controlled; water bars or other sediment control strategies would be 

used; paleontological and cultural resources would be protected; and ropes and climbing aides 

could not be used to access to cultural sites or archaeological resources as defined in ARPA, 

except for emergency or administrative needs.  

 

2.5 Alternative D 

Like Alternative C, the objectives of Alternative D are to further reduce the potential for impacts 

from trail construction and use of motorized vehicles on riparian vegetation; wildlife; cultural and 

water resources; reduce recreational user conflicts; reduce the potential for accidents involving 

ATVs and gravel trucks; and reduce impacts of noise and dust on private residences as 

compared to Alternatives A and B. Like Alternative C, Alternative D would reduce recreational 

user conflicts by providing a mixed-use trail system.  

Alternative D differs from Alternative C because it is designed to provide greater protection to 

soils, vegetation, and cultural resources, and further reduce user conflicts by eliminating any 

public OHV use along Segments 1, 2 and 6 of the proposed trail system.  No public OHV use 

would be allowed in the bottom of Recapture Canyon with the exception of the existing BBT. 

The seven segments included in Alternative D would be configured the same as with Alternative 

C and would provide mixed use opportunities. Like Alternative C, the Browns Canyon Trailhead 

would be moved 0.25 miles southeast of the Alternative A and Alternative B location.  

Alternative D would differ from Alternative C as follows: 1) it would not include Segments 1, 2 

and 6 of the proposed trail system or the Canyon Bottom Trailhead (Figure 2.4); 2) Segments 1, 

2 and 6 of the trail system would not be constructed/improved  or realigned to avoid cultural 

sites or steep slopes; 3) Segments 1, 2, and 6 would not be part of the trail system, and use of 

these Segments would be limited to foot and horseback (motorized or mechanized vehicles 

including bicycles would be prohibited on these segments); 4) there would be no construction or 

regular maintenance of Segments 2 or 6; 5) the 4.53 miles of trail in Segments 2 and 6  would 

be closed to motorized use and stabilized to reduce trail related erosion and sedimentation. 

Methods used to close and stabilize the unauthorized routes may include any or all of the 

following: placement of barricades; placement of closure signs; raking out OHV tracks; re-

contouring; re-vegetation; covering the trail with rocks and vegetation collected or cut from the 

surrounding area, and 6) camping would not be allowed within the cultural resource APE (either 

within the canyon walls or on the mesa top west of Recapture Canyon).   

As with Alternative C, the mixed use trail system would not include issuance of a ROW to SJC. 

BLM would be responsible for funding, constructing, signing, and monitoring of the trail system 

but BLM would encourage SJC to enter into a partnership to provide the technical and financial 

support to construct and maintain the constructed segments of the trail system.  Because a 

ROW would not be issued, and most of the cultural resource sites that would be monitored 

under the Cultural Resources PA are within the canyon bottom where existing trails would be 

closed to public OHV use, BLM rather than SJC would be responsible for the monitoring, 
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reporting, and mitigation requirements of the PA. As with Alternative C, the Consulting Parties 

would likely modify the PA based on changes in trails and uses. 
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Figure 2.4 Alternative D

 

Construction schedules, workforce, erosion and sediment control, and other design features for 

the constructed segments of the trail system would be as described for Alternative C. For 

example, construction periods would be timed to avoid or minimize impacts on wildlife; invasive 
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species would be monitored and controlled; water bars or other sediment control strategies 

would be used; cultural resources would be protected; paleontological resources would be 

monitored in in PFYC Class 5 areas; and ropes and other climbing aides could not be used to 

access cultural sites or archaeological resources as defined in ARPA, except for emergencies 

or administrative needs. For cultural sites that cannot be avoided, mitigation treatments would 

be applied per the historical properties treatment plan prior to or as part of any construction 

activities. 

As with the other action alternatives, cultural sites may be closed to visitation if they are 

determined to be at risk or pose visitor safety hazards. The SJC search and rescue and local 

volunteers would respond in the event of accidents on the trail system including non-motorized 

segments.  The non-motorized segments would be clearly signed and restrictions on use of all 

segments would be posted on signs at trailheads, kiosks, and other key locations. With the 

exception of Segments 1, 2, and 6 padding would be placed on the trail in areas of cultural sites 

if needed to protect the sites from continued erosion. On Segment 2 (the existing trail would not 

be constructed or designated with this alternative) BLM would pad previously damaged sites 

along the existing trail.  

As with the other action alternatives, the 2007 closure of a portion of Recapture canyon to public 

OHV use would be lifted.  As for Alternative C (except for Segments 1, 2, and 6) the MFO TMP 

would be modified to designate the various components of the trail system as open for the type 

of use provided, as shown on Figure 2.4. 

With Alternative D, there would be 7.5 miles of trail and two trailheads with a total surface 

disturbance of 12.07 acres (including 0.46 acres on private land) (Table 2.6). 

 

Table 2.6 Alternative D- Project Ownership and Disturbance  

Project Component 
BLM Trail 

Miles (Acres)1 

Private Trail 

Miles (Acres)1 

Trails 7.18 (10.85) 0.32 (0.46 ) 

Segment 1 0.0 0.0 

Segment 2 0.0 0.0 

Segment 3 3.89 (5.66) 0.32 (0.46) 

Segment 4 0.67 (0.97) 0.0 

Segment 5 0.66 (1.61) 0.0 

Segment 6 0.0 0.0 

Segment 7 0.46 (0.67) 0.0 

Segment 8 0.55 (1.33) 0.0 

Segment 9 0.70 (0.25) 0.0 

Segment 10 0.25 (0.36) 0.0 

Lem’s Draw Gravel Pit Trailhead2 (0.38) (0.0) 

Browns Canyon Trailhead2 (0.38) (0.0) 

Total Disturbance (acres) (11.61) (0.46) 

1 Based on disturbance of a 12-foot wide path for ATV trail, 20-foot wide path for full-sized vehicle trail and a 

36-inch wide path for non-motorized trail. 
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2 The Lem’s Draw and Browns Canyon trailheads and parking areas would be established on previously 

disturbed sites.  

With Alternative D there would be 4.17 less designated trail miles and 5.66 acres less surface 

disturbance than with Alternative A; 4.13 less designated trail miles and 5.60 acres less surface 

disturbance than with Alternative B; and 6.25 less designated trail miles and 6.67acres less 

surface disturbance than with Alternative C.   

As with the other action alternatives, water bars, check dams and check logs, and cut debris 

would be used where appropriate to help retain soil and prevent accelerated erosion.  Erosion 

control measures would be applied along all segments to unauthorized trails, closed trails, or 

abandoned segments of trail associated with route relocation on a site-specific basis.  These 

measures would be applied to 1) rehabilitate or restore natural soil, hydrologic, and vegetation 

conditions to the extent possible, or 2) stabilize steep and highly eroded trail segments where 

rehabilitation or restoration is not possible.  

Mechanized or motorized equipment such as a trailcat could be used along segments where 

motorized use is authorized.  Along segments where only non-motorized uses are authorized, 

only work with handtools would be performed. For Alternative D this work would be completed 

on specific sections of existing routes along or adjacent to Segments 2, 3, 4, 6, and 10 from the 

original proposal totaling 27,062 feet or 5.13 miles. 

As with the No Action Alternative, eliminating any public OHV use in the bottom of Recapture 

Canyon would not meet SJCs objective of providing a canyon bottom riding experience where 

visitors could observe cultural resources while riding ATVs. 

 

2.6 Alternative E  

With this Alternative, BLM would deny SJC’s application for a ROW and the MFO TMP would 

not be modified to provide for public OHV use of the proposed trail system (Figure 2.5). The 

2007 closure of a portion of Recapture Canyon to public OHV use would be lifted once the 

cultural sites within this area are stabilized as directed in the closure order.  

None of the routes included in the County’s ATV trails network would be established. BLM 

would not maintain the existing trails for foot, horseback, bicycle, ATV or other recreational use.  

With the exception of Segment 1 and 1.0 miles of Segment 2 that would continue to provide 

vehicular access for maintenance of the WCD pipeline and BLM’s administrative use, existing 

routes not authorized through the decision (including 11.67 miles of trail considered in 

Alternative A)  would be closed to motorized use and stabilized to reduce trail related erosion 

and sedimentation. Methods used to close and stabilize the unauthorized routes may include 

any or all of the following: placement of barricades; placement of closure signs; raking out OHV 

tracks; re-contouring; re-vegetation; covering the trail with rocks and vegetation collected or cut 

from the surrounding area. 

Current and projected land uses would continue in the Project Area. It is likely that interest in 

outdoor recreation in the County, including ATV use, would continue to increase. Refer to 

Appendix E for the Erosion Control Plan for Trail Construction and Reclamation of Unauthorized 

Route Closure. 
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Figure 2.5 Alternatives E and F 

 
 
  



 

Environmental Assessment 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System  

51 

 

2.7 Alternative F – No Action 

With the No Action Alternative, BLM would deny SJC’s application for a ROW and the MFO 

TMP would not be modified to provide for public OHV use of the proposed trail system (Figure 

2.5). The 2007 closure of a portion of Recapture Canyon to public OHV use would not be lifted.  

Cultural sites within this area would not be stabilized through a decision on this analysis.  A 

separate analysis would be needed to authorize specific stabilization work on cultural sites as 

directed in the closure order. 

The Recapture Canyon portion of the County’s ATV trail network would not be established. BLM 

would not maintain the existing trails for foot, horseback, bicycle, ATV or other recreational use, 

nor would any existing trails be obliterated.  

With the exception of Segment 1 and 1.0 miles of Segment 2 that would continue to provide 

vehicular access for maintenance of the WCD pipeline and BLM’s administrative use, existing 

routes signed on the ground as open to motorized use that are not authorized through a 

decision would remain open to motorized use but would not be included in the TMP. 

Subsequent management would be under the direction of the 2008 RMP, i.e., OHV Category 

Designation of “Limited”. 

Current and projected land uses would continue in the Project Area. It is likely that interest in 

outdoor recreation in the County, including ATV use, would continue to increase.  

 

2.8 Summary Comparison of the Alternatives 

Table 2.7 provides a summary comparison of the components and management responsibilities 

between BLM and SJC for the action alternatives that include approved trails. 

Table 2.7 Summary Comparison of the Alternatives 

 Alternative 

A 

Alternative 

B 

Alternative 

C 

Alternative 

D 

Alternative 

E 

Alternative 

F 

Number of Trail 

Segments 

6.0 6.0 10.0 7.0 NA NA 

Total Miles of 

Designated1 

Maintained Trail 

11.67 11.63 13.75 7.50 0.0 0.0 

Miles of SJC 

ROW Issued 

11.67 11.63 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Miles of 

Constructed and 

Designated1 ATV 

Trail 

11.67 11.63 6.34 5.59 0.0 0.0 

Miles of 

Constructed and 

Designated1 

Full-sized 

Vehicle Trail 

0.0 0.0  2.76 1.21 0.0 0.0 
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 Alternative 

A 

Alternative 

B 

Alternative 

C 

Alternative 

D 

Alternative 

E 

Alternative 

F 

Miles of 

Constructed 

Non-motorized 

trail 

0.0 0.0 4.65  0.702 0.0 0.0 

Number of 

Improved 

Trailheads 

2 2 3 2 0 0 

Acres of 

Trailhead 

0.76 0.76 1.14 0.76 NA NA 

Miles of Trails 

Open to hiking  

11.67 11.63 13.75 7.502 No defined 

trails 

No defined 

trails 

Miles of Trails 

Open to 

equestrian uses 

11.67 11.63 13.053 6.803  No defined 

trails 

No defined 

trails 

Miles of 

Designated1 

Trails Open to 

Bicycles 

11.67 11.63 13.054 6.804 0.0 0.0 

Total Acres of  

Trail System 

Construction/ 

Improvement  

Disturbance 

17.73 17.67 18.74 12.07 0.0 0.0 

Acres of 

Designated1 

Trail Permanent 

Foot Print5  

7.67  7.64 9.70 5.856 

 

0.0 0.0 

Acres of 

Clearing 

Disturbance for 

ATV Trails 6 

17.73 17.67 9.22 8.12 0.0 0.0 

Acres of 

Clearing 

Disturbance for 

Non-motorized 

Trail6 

0.0 0.0 1.69 0.252,6 0.0 0.0 

Acres of 

Clearing 

Disturbance for 

Full-sized 

Vehicle Trail7 

0.0 0.0 6.69 2.94 0.0 0.0 

Number of 

Hardened 

Stream/drainage 

7 7 1 0 0 0 
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 Alternative 

A 

Alternative 

B 

Alternative 

C 

Alternative 

D 

Alternative 

E 

Alternative 

F 

Crossings 

Opportunities for 

Camping 

As per RMP. 

Prohibited at 

Cultural 

Resource 

Sites. 

Not allowed 

within the 

walls of 

Recapture 

Canyon. As 

per the RMP 

on the 

Mesa. 

Prohibited at 

Cultural 

Resource 

Sites. 

Not allowed 

within the 

walls of 

Recapture 

Canyon. As 

per the RMP 

on the 

Mesa. 

Prohibited at 

Cultural 

Resource 

Sites. 

Not allowed 

within the 

cultural 

resource 

APE (either 

within the 

canyon walls 

or on the 

mesa top 

west of 

Recapture 

Canyon). 

As per RMP. 

Prohibited at 

Cultural 

Resource 

Sites. 

As per RMP. 

Prohibited at 

Cultural 

Resource 

Sites. 

Cultural 

Resources 

Protection and 

Compliance  

BLM and 

SJC under 

Existing PA 

BLM and 

SJC under 

Existing PA 

BLM  

under 

Modified PA 

BLM  

under 

Modified PA 

Per RMP 

and existing 

Laws and 

Regulations 

Per RMP 

and existing 

Laws and 

Regulations 

Project 

Construction 

Cost and 

Financial 

Responsibility8  

$15,000 to 

$20,000 

BLM and 

SJC 

$15,000 to 

$20,000 

BLM and 

SJC 

$25,000 to 

$35,000 

BLM 

Optional for 

SJC 

 $13,000 to 

$16,000 

BLM 

Optional for 

SJC 

No Project 

Construction 

Costs 

No Project 

Construction 

Costs 

Time of Project 

Initiation 

Immediately 

following 

approval 

Immediately 

following 

approval  

Depends on 

funding 

through the 

BLM budget 

process 

Depends on 

funding 

through the 

BLM budget 

process 

NA NA 

1 Designated routes are specifically identified and designated in the Monticello Field Office Record of Decision 

and Approved Resource Management Plan, Travel Plan. See Appendix O, section O.13, Plan Maintenance and 

Changes to Route Designations. Designated routes can be categorized as mechanized only (bicycles), single-

track motorized (dirt bikes), two-track motorized (four-wheelers, jeeps), available to all vehicles, or any 

combination of these categories.   

2 About 1.12 miles of Segment 1, 3.95 miles of Segment 2, and 0.75 miles of Segment 6 would be available for 

hiking and equestrian use but would not be designated or constructed.  

3 About 1.55 miles of Segment 1, 3.95 miles of Segment 2, and 0.75 mlles of Segment 6 would be available for 

hiking and equestrian use. Equestrians would not be allowed on the 0.70-mile loop trail around Moqui Island with 

Alternatives C or D. 

4 Bicycles would not be allowed on the 0.70-mile loop trail around Moqui Island with Alternatives C or D, and 

would not be allowed on 1.12 miles of Segment 1, 3.95 miles of   Segment 2, or 0.75 miles of Segment 6 with 

Alternative D. 

5 Based on a 65-inch wide travel surface for ATV trail, 14-foot wide travel surface for full-sized vehicle trail, and 

18-inch wide travel surface for non-motorized trail. 
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6 The trail along Segments 2 and 6 would exist but would not be constructed or maintained on a regular basis. 

Segment 1 would continue to be maintained for administrative access. 

7 Based on disturbance of a 12-foot wide path for ATV trail, a 20-foot wide path for full-sized vehicle trail, and a 

3-foot wide path for non-motorized trail. 

8 Does not include obliteration, annual maintenance or monitoring costs. 

 

2.9 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis 

The County originally applied for a ROW for an ATV trail system in the Recapture Canyon area 

on March 30, 2006 and it submitted a revision to the ROW on September 16, 2008. The original 

proposed trail system included about 18.3 miles of trail. After participation in the preparation of a 

cultural resources PA, SJC amended its ROW application on November 13, 2012 to eliminate 

about 3.41 of the originally proposed miles of ATV trails.  The alternative of granting a ROW for 

the full 18.3 miles of trail was considered and eliminated from further analysis because the 

County dropped this proposal to avoid potential impacts on cultural resources. The segments 

that were omitted from the proposed trail system include a trail that follows along the southern 

portion of Recapture Canyon and connects to SJC Road B206 (Perkins Ranch Road) and a trail 

that ascends from the bottom of Recapture Canyon to the eastern rim and then connects to the 

western rim of Jenny’s Canyon.  

Alternatives providing for different types of approved uses of the trail system also were 

considered and eliminated from detailed analysis.  Exclusive use of the proposed trails by ATVs 

is not considered further because it would unnecessarily eliminate other uses such as hiking, 

horseback riding, and biking and would not provide for multiple use.   

Restricting vehicles to those 52 inches and under in width was considered but is not addressed 

as a separate alternative because BLM has made the assumption that the full width of the 

ROWs would be disturbed regardless of the width of vehicles used. This alternative is within the 

range of alternatives addressed in detail and could be selected by the authorized officer. The 

present use of the canyon bottom for non-motorized use has been on-going for many years and 

is analyzed as part of the No Action Alternative. 

The alternative of alternating days of ATV and non-motorized use in the bottom of Recapture 

Canyon (Segments 1 and 2) to reduce the potential for user conflicts was considered but is not 

addressed as a separate alternative because, rather than being an alternative to approval and 

construction of the trail system, it is a management tool that could be used with any of the action 

alternatives to reduce recreational user conflicts or control levels of use on the trail system. 

Alternating days of ATV and non-motorized use is within the range of alternatives analyzed and 

could be applied by the BLM authorized officer.   

The alternative of closing the canyon to all forms of recreation was considered but is not 

analyzed in detail because it would not be in conformance with the MFO RMP, and the 

anticipated level of impacts on public lands and resources from the action and No Action 

alternatives are not great enough to require analysis of a full closure alternative.  

A separate alternative addressing restoration of six cultural resource sites that were damaged 

by illegal trail work in 2005 was suggested during scoping.  However, only two of the six sites 

are along the trail system as proposed under Alternatives A,B, and C.  Four damaged sites are 

south of the proposed trails and would not be affected by any of the action alternatives, One of 

the remaining two damaged sites is near the proposed trail system but would be avoided 
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through trail realignment and the site that would be crossed by a proposed trail would be 

padded with soil to protect the site and reduce the potential for additional erosion. Because the 

proposed action and other alternatives would avoid or prevent further damage to the sites 

damaged by illegal trail work, a separate alternative is not necessary. With or without 

authorization of the Recapture Canyon trail system, BLM would take measures to repair sites 

damaged by illegal trail work.  

During scoping is was suggested that given the uncertainty about the use of the trail, rapid 

evolution of OHVs and potential for resource damage, BLM should consider an alternative to 

issue the ROW for a relatively short term rather than a long term or perpetual grant.  The 

County has applied for a 30-year ROW under Title V of the FLPMA. A shorter term for the ROW 

is not analyzed as a separate alternative because the authorized officer may offer a shorter-

term ROW if circumstances warrant.  The term of the grant will be disclosed in the DR.  

An alternative was recommended by Great Old Broads for Wilderness creating an interpretive 

non-motorized trail in Recapture Canyon, designating a dispersed camping area along CR 

B206, designating one or two picnic areas in the canyon, developing interpretive brochures, 

reassessing grazing use, designing a foot/equestrian trail on existing trails along the west rim 

and closing the area to firewood collection and fluid and minerals development.  The non-

motorized trail in Recapture Canyon has been incorporated into Alternative C but much of this 

Alternative was found to be out of the scope of NEPA analysis for a ROW application.  
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the potentially affected existing environment (i.e., the physical, biological 

and other resources) of the impact area as identified in the ID Team Checklist (Appendix C) and 

presented in Chapter 1 of this EA. This chapter provides the baseline for comparison of 

impacts/consequences described in Chapter 4. 

BLM has prepared a technical report for characterization and analysis of hydrologic impacts that 

include impacts on riparian vegetation and floodplains, soils and water resources (Appendix F). 

The information in the technical report has been extracted and included in the riparian 

vegetation, wetland and flood plain resources, soils, and water resources sections of this EA.   

The calculations of trail miles, acreages etc. in the technical report occasionally vary slightly 

from the figures presented in Chapter 2 of this EA due to variations in geographic information 

system (GIS) calculations.  

The analysis area for riparian vegetation, wetland and floodplain resources, soils and water 

resources (that are interrelated resources) includes approximately 18,803 acres of lands 

surrounding the proposed trails and 7.0 miles of Recapture Creek below Recapture Reservoir. 

Map 1 in Appendix F shows the boundaries of the analysis area for these resources.  

3.2 General Setting 

Recapture Canyon is located in SJC, Utah about 1.75 miles east of Blanding and about 18 miles 

southwest of Monticello, Utah. The Project Area for the proposed trail system is shown on 

Figure 3.1.  
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Figure 3.1 Project Area   
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The Project Area includes lands between the eastern rim of Recapture Canyon and lands 
aligned with the western boundary of BLM administered lands west of the canyon and from 
Highway 191 on the north to the Browns Canyon Trailhead on the south. The Project Area 
includes 2,523 BLM administered acres as well as 174 private acres.  

The Project Area is identified to provide a useful context for description of the affected 

environment and is where the direct and most of the indirect environmental consequences of 

the project would take place. The eastern rim of the canyon is a barrier that tends to confine 

impacts of the trail system to the west of the eastern rim. The Proposed Action (Alternative A), 

and other action alternatives would take place mainly on the public lands between the rims of 

Recapture Canyon and on the mesa west of the western rim to the boundary of public and 

private lands.  

Highway 191 is identified as the northern boundary of the Project Area because the trail system 

lies south of this highway and could be accessed from the highway.  The southern boundary of 

the Project Area is south of the southernmost extent of the proposed and alternative trails so 

that no direct impacts would occur south of this boundary.  

The boundaries of the Project Area do not limit the extent of potential indirect impacts. Other 

contexts for the potentially affected resources are described as appropriate.  For example, a 

useful and relevant context for cultural resources is the APE identified in the Cultural Resources 

PA (Appendix A); for recreation a useful and relevant context is the MFO; and for riparian 

vegetation and floodplains, soils and water resources a separate hydrologic “analysis area” is 

described in Appendix F. 

Recapture Canyon is within the Canyonlands Section of the Colorado Plateau Physiographic 

Province (Rigby 1977), a region of dissected mesas and deeply incised canyons. Recapture 

Creek is perennial in the upper reaches flowing from its headwaters in the Abajo Mountains to 

Recapture Reservoir where it is impounded and utilized mainly for irrigation purposes.  From the 

Recapture Reservoir Dam to its confluence with the San Juan River, Recapture Creek is 

regulated by the Dam and is perennial interrupted with intermittent surface flows generally 

reduced to zero near the River.  Stream flow is present throughout the lower reaches of 

Recapture Creek only during snowmelt runoff and locally intense summer thunderstorms 

(Spangler, Naftz and Peterman 1996). 

The trail system would range from about 5,360 feet in elevation above mean sea level (amsl) in 

the canyon bottom to about 6,000 feet.   

Precipitation in the Recapture Canyon area primarily occurs in two seasons.  In the summer 

monsoon season (July through October), precipitation is derived from moisture-laden air from 

the Gulf of Mexico and the Gulf of California.  Storm intensities are highly influenced by 

convective uplift from surface heating and orographic uplift, resulting in highly unstable 

atmospheric conditions.  Monsoon storms are generally characterized as localized, high 

intensity, short duration events; and can include intense rain, lightning, hail, and high winds. The 

winter season includes the months December through March.  During this season, winds are 

typically from the west and southwest, delivering moisture-laden air masses from the Pacific 

Ocean.  Storms from this weather pattern are typically longer duration (12-48 hours), less 

intense, and more regional in scale. 

Table 3.1 describes average monthly climate parameters—including precipitation for the 

Blanding area. 
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Table 3.1 Blanding, Utah Monthly Climate Summary 

Period of Record: 12.08.1904 to12.31.1995 

 
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual 

Avg. 

Max. 

Temp 

(F) 

39.1 44.9 52.7 62.2 72.3 83.3 88.7 86.2 78.2 66 51.4 41.2 63.8 

Avg. 

Min. 

Temp 

(F) 

17.2 22.3 27.8 34.3 42.1 50.7 57.9 56.2 48.3 38 26.7 19.2 36.7 

Avg. 

Total 

Precip. 

(in.) 

1.39 1.21 1.05 0.87 0.71 0.45 1.15 1.38 1.28 1.45 1.05 1.33 13.32 

Avg. 

Total 

Snowfall 

(in.) 

10.8 7.3 4.4 1.9 0.2 0 0 0 0 0.3 3.3 9.8 38.2 

Avg. 

Snow 

Depth 

(in.) 

3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Source: Western Regional Climate Center, Blanding, Utah 

http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?utblan 

 

The principal land uses in and surrounding Recapture Canyon include livestock grazing and 

recreation. The upper reaches of Recapture Canyon have been altered by the Recapture Dam 

and Reservoir and there have been limited oil and gas exploration activities near the rim of the 

canyon, and mining within the canyon about two miles south of Recapture Dam.  Riparian 

vegetation is present along Recapture Creek, and provides habitat for wildlife. 

The area has become a popular recreation area because of its canyon setting in close proximity 

to Blanding, and the presence of cultural resources including structural sites that are located 

mainly under the eastern rim of the canyon. 

 

3.3 Resources/Issues Brought Forward for Analysis 

5.5 3.3.1 Cultural Resources  

The San Juan County region including Recapture Canyon is rich in archaeological remains and 

has been the focus of many anthropological research efforts. The broad outline of the cultural 

history of the Four Corners region is well established and is summarized in a number of sources 

http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?utblan
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(Nickens 1982; Nickens and Hull 1982; Ortiz 1979; Varien et al. 1996).   Nearly 12,000 years of 

human occupation have been documented in the region 

More than 31,500 cultural resource sites have been documented thus far in the County. An 

estimated 60–65 percent of all of these sites are located on public lands, with the majority of 

these being under the jurisdiction of the BLM MFO.  The Recapture Canyon area has one of the 

highest densities of cultural sites in southeastern Utah. 

The NHPA and its implementing regulations (36 CFR 60 and 800) require that federal agencies 

take into account the effects of their undertakings on cultural resources that are listed or eligible 

for listing to the NRHP. Cultural resources are commonly described as "sites" or "isolates," and 

those which are eligible, potentially eligible, or listed are termed “historic properties.” Some of 

the sites may not be eligible. Isolates consist of isolated cultural materials which, by definition, 

are not eligible. As required by NHPA, an APE has been established, which may be described 

as the area between the western and eastern rims of Recapture Canyon south of Highway 191 

and north of a stock fence located approximately midway between Highway 191 and Perkins 

Road and the area between the western rim of the canyon to the farthest extent of the proposed 

ROW on the west, and a 100-foot wide corridor centered on the proposed ROW for all routes in 

all Action Alternatives. Appendix A provides a map showing the APE. 

The BLM's management responsibility for the archaeological resources on public lands within 

the County grows significantly each year. During the 16 years following the completion of the 

BLM San Juan RMP (BLM 1991), an average of 450 new cultural resource sites on public lands 

within the County were documented each year. Most of these sites were identified as a result of 

the Section 106 process of the NHPA associated with applications for use of public lands (BLM 

2008a).   

The Recapture Canyon Area contains a very high density of archeological sites, many of them 

Ancestral Puebloan but with significant numbers of historic sites as well including historic water 

developments  and remains of early cattle operations.  Numic/Athabaskan and Archaic sites are 

known from the nearby surrounding area, while Paleoindian sites are very rare.   

Historic properties have been identified within the APE through intensive Class III inventories of 

a 100-foot wide corridor centered on the proposed ROW for all routes in all Action Alternatives 

and a records search which identified numerous sites which have been recorded by a variety of 

past inventory projects within the APE. Intensive (Class III) inventories were conducted by BLM 

in 2006 and 2011 through 2015. The 2006 inventory included 18.3 miles (100-foot width) of an 

earlier version of the proposed ROW, part of which was dropped prior to the establishment of 

the APE and is now largely outside the APE. This inventory resulted in the recording of 17 

previously recorded and 14 newly identified sites (Keller 2007). Because portions of the earlier 

version of the proposed ROW were on terrain that was not conducive to short- or long-term 

sustainability and because portions of this trail would have resulted in unavoidable effects to 

historic properties and other resources, BLM and SJC have proposed 2.08 miles of trail 

realignment for the Proposed Action.  

BLM conducted a Class III inventory of the realignments for all alternatives in 2011. Twenty-two 

sites were recorded, of which 3 were updates (Smith 2011). BLM followed up with a Class III 

inventory in 2012 which recorded six additional sites and one update, and which encountered 

several sites for which existing records were adequate (French and Ward 2012). The following 

year, BLM conducted additional Class III inventory of three staging areas and three more 

realignments where four sites were recorded, one of which was an update. In 2014 and 2015 
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inventories were conducted for an additional trailhead and segments included in Alternatives C 

and D.  The original APE was expanded to include the proposed route in the Lems Draw area. 

There are 148 identified cultural resource sites within the APE. Of these, many are cliff ruins 

which may be within view of proposed trails.  Other sites include large rubble mounds and 

extensive artifact scatters.  Generally the types of sites that are close to the proposed trails 

include architectural structures, lithic scatters, storage cists and kilns. 

The proposed ROW would pass through or be adjacent to the edge of 31 sites of which 26 are 

eligible for the NRHP. Additional trails included in Alternatives C and D would pass through two 

additional sites that are eligible for the NRHP.  

The Cultural Resources PA (Appendix A) requires monitoring of 21 sites. Fourteen of these 

sites are below the rim of Recapture Canyon and 7 are above the rim. 

On the mesa west of Recapture Canyon, cultural resource sites located in the vicinity of Moqui 

Island are regularly visited by the public on an existing trail that is not open for motorized use 

under the MFO TMP but is presently signed as open for use. 

Recapture Canyon and the surrounding canyons have been visited repeatedly.  As stated by 

Nickens (Nickens et al. 1981) “All in all, the period from 1886 to 1900 was an extremely 

catastrophic time for cultural resources in the entire Four Corners area”.  The bulk of surface 

artifacts at accessible sites in the canyon bottom along the proposed trail system have already 

been removed and numerous sites have been vandalized. However, structures and sites higher 

on the cliff walls are not easily accessible and remain in better condition.  

In 2005, the trail in the canyon bottom was illegally improved for ATV use. BLM then issued a 

closure order on September 12, 2007 that closed 1,871 acres in the canyon to public OHV use 

to prevent trail proliferation and protect the cultural resources in the canyon. Six cultural 

resource sites were damaged by the illegal trail work. Two of the six damaged sites are along 

the trail system as currently proposed and only one would be crossed by the proposed trails. 

Four of the six damaged sites are in Recapture Canyon south of Segment 2 of the proposed 

trail system and therefore are not within the Project Area. 

On May 10, 2014, during an unauthorized OHV ride in the closed portion of Recapture Canyon, 

a number of unauthorized vehicles were driven over Segments 1 and 2 of the proposed trail 

system. BLM has assessed the cultural and natural resource damages from the 2014 ride and 

found that the 2014 ride further damaged two sites within the Project Area that were damaged 

by illegal trail construction in 2005, as well as caused new damage to six additional sites. 

Restoration would include padding of the sites.  Padding entails the construction of a protective 

layer or “cap” over cultural resource sites or features to slow or stop impacts from continued use 

of such roads or trails.  Padding may consist of the placement of geotextile and/or other barrier 

materials, as well as a gravel and/or culturally sterile soil over archaeological features or sites. 

 

3.3.2 Paleontology 

The trails included in the Proposed Acton and other action alternatives do not cross any known 

important paleontological sites. One known vertebrate fossil site and one invertebrate site occur 

in Recapture Canyon.   
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Geologic formations are classified according to the potential for yielding paleontological 

resources that are of concern to land managers. The potential fossil yield classes (PFYC) 

include the following: 

Class 1: Igneous and metamorphic (tuffs are excluded from this category) geologic units 

or units representing heavily disturbed preservational environments that are not likely to 

contain recognizable fossil remains. 

Class 2: Sedimentary geologic units that are not likely to contain vertebrate fossils or 

scientifically significant nonvertebrate fossils. 

Class 3: Fossiliferous sedimentary geologic units where fossil content varies in 

significance, abundance, and predictable occurrence. Also sedimentary units of 

unknown fossil potential. 

Class 4: Geologic units that are Class 5 units (see below) that have lowered risks of 

human-caused adverse impacts and/or lowered risk of natural degradation. 

Class 5: Highly fossiliferous geologic units that regularly and predictably produce 

vertebrate fossils and/or scientifically significant non-vertebrate fossils, and that are at 

risk of natural degradation and/or human-caused adverse impacts. 

In southeastern Utah scientifically significant or important and valuable vertebrate and non-

vertebrate paleontological resources are most abundant in the Cedar Mountain, Burro Canyon, 

Morrison, and Chinle Formations (Classes 4 and 5), and are locally present but less abundant in 

the Mancos, Naturita (Dakota), Summerville, Kayenta, Moenave, Moenkopi, Cutler, Rico, and 

Hermosa Formations (Class 3) (BLM 2008a). 

Of the 11.67 miles of trail with the Proposed Action (Alternative A), 7.90 miles cross Cretaceous 

and Jurassic age formations with a PFYC of 5.  Of the 2.08 miles of new construction with the 

Proposed Action, 0.44 miles cross an area of PFYC 2 and 1.64 miles cross an area of PFYC 5.  

Collection of scientifically noteworthy and/or uncommon invertebrate and plant fossils requires a 

permit from BLM. Fossils collected under a permit remain the property of the federal 

government and must be placed in a suitable repository (such as a museum or university) that is 

identified at the time of permit issuance.  

Fossil theft and vandalism is a problem on public lands managed by the MFO. Public interest in 

fossils and the commercial value of fossils have increased significantly in recent years. As 

public interest increases and the prices of fossils rise, federal land managing agencies 

(including the BLM) are under increasing pressure both to protect scientifically significant fossil 

resources and to ensure their appropriate availability to the general public. Escalating 

commercial values of fossils also means that fossils on federal lands are subject to increasing 

levels of theft and vandalism. 

 

3.3.3 Private Residences 

One private residence is located at east end of Road B219 within one-quarter mile of the gravel 

pit and proposed Browns Canyon trailhead.  Five additional private residences are located 

within one-half mile of the proposed trailhead. The County operates at the pit under a free-use 

permit and presently has stockpiled gravel at the pit. 
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The County conducts operations at the pit when needed.  The free use permit allows San Juan 

County to issue contracts to process road aggregate or asphalt materials. Historically, use has 

been infrequent and there are no active ongoing operations at this time. 

 

3.3.4 Public Safety 

From the Lem’s Draw Trailhead, ATVs would access Segment 5 of the proposed trail system by 

driving along about one-half mile of existing SJC Road B238. Loaded trucks hauling from the 

Lem's Draw gravel pit travel south and west on County Road B238 from the northern end of the 

pit to Highway 191. A blind curve is located where the road is horseshoe shaped in the NE ¼ of 

the SW ¼  of section 24 (T. 36S.; R. 22E.). 

The Lem’s Draw gravel pit is most heavily used during periods when the County is chip sealing 

roads which may occur at an interval of once every 5-10 years.  During these periods, which are 

generally in June, July, and August, 40-50 gravel trucks per workday (7:00 am to 5:30 pm 

Monday through Thursday) would operate on County Road B238.  County gravel trucks include 

belly dump trucks (18-wheel, 40-ton or approximately 16-yd3 capacity) and standard dump 

trucks (10-wheel, 25-ton or approximately 12-yd3 capacity).  

Similar levels of gravel truck traffic could occur in September if flooding from late summer 

storms has damaged county roads and gravel is needed for repairs.  During the remaining field 

season (March-April and October-November) use by gravel trucks is estimated to be 4-5 trucks 

per day.  The Lem’s Draw gravel pit is usually inactive during the winter.  

 

3.3.5 Recreation 

The Project Area is in MFO located in southeastern Utah that has gained international 

recognition for its extraordinary natural beauty and numerous recreational opportunities.  The 

MFO area offers opportunities for non-motorized and primitive recreation such as hiking and 

horseback riding as well as motorized activities such as OHV use. 

Within the MFO, 1,388,191 acres are limited to designated routes and 393,895 acres are closed 

to motorized travel. There are no acres open to cross-country travel. Recapture Canyon and its 

rims are in the 1,388,191-acre area designated as open to motorized use on designated routes. 

However, the RMP and TMP do not designate any routes open to OHV use in Recapture 

Canyon, a portion of which was previously closed and remains closed under the 2007 closure 

order. Under the MFO RMP, non-mechanized travel and recreation is not restricted on public 

lands except where limited or prohibited to protect specific resource values, provide for public 

safety, or maintain an identified opportunity (MFO RMP decision TM-19).  The MFO RMP also 

provides opportunities for non-mechanized travel on all routes open to mechanized use 

(decision TM-20).  

The approved MFO RMP designates 2,820 miles of routes open to vehicle use and closes 316 

miles of routes to recreational vehicle use. Since the establishment of the TMP, 17.16 miles of 

designated routes have been added and 5.04 miles have been deleted through 10 separate 

actions analyzed under NEPA. This has increased the mileage of open routes in the TMP from 

2,820 miles to 2832.06 miles.   

Part of the 2832.06 miles of routes open to vehicle use in the MFO area are eight designated 

ATV trails  totaling 26.29 miles. The approved BBT completes a new public land route for an 

ATV/UTV/motorcycle trail which formerly crossed private land.  This trail traverses the Project 
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Area and overlaps portions of Segments 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6 of the Recapture Canyon trail system 

as proposed in November 2013 and included in public scoping for the EA. The trail system 

proposal analyzed in this EA has been revised to account for the existence of the BBT.  

In addition to the Recapture ATV trail system, the BLM is presently considering the Indian Creek 

ATV trail connector (6.4 miles) and new route designations near Red Canyon, Comb Wash and 

Peters Point Ridge (about 4.02 miles of which 3.14 would be for ATVs and motorcycles). 

The MFO RMP manages the Project Area as part of the Monticello Extensive Recreation 
Management Area (ERMA).  The goals and objectives of the ERMA are to provide dispersed 
recreational opportunities consistent with other resource objectives. Under decision REC-141, 
ERMA lands are managed to provide an undeveloped setting where visitors can disperse and 
recreate in a generally unregulated manner, as long as the use is consistent with other resource 
values. 

Blanding residents as well as visitors have long used the public lands in the Project Area for 

hiking, horseback riding, and motorized recreation.  

Viewing of structural cultural resource sites is a major attraction for visitors to the Project Area 

both in the canyon and along the western rim. The bottom of Recapture Canyon is the focus of 

non-motorized use in the Project Area. BLM visitor records indicate that visitation in the canyon 

ranges from 13 to 90 visitors per month depending on the season. Recreational use is busiest 

during spring with another period of moderate use during the fall. Spring use starts in March 

then declines throughout the summer. The Labor Day weekend begins the fall season, when 

recreation use again increases. This use generally continues through Thanksgiving weekend. 

Recreation use is relatively light in December through February. 

Because Recapture Canyon is close to Blanding, it offers local residents an opportunity to 

quickly access a quiet, free-use area for non-motorized recreation.  

Noise levels in Recapture Canyon are well below the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

established day-night level of 55 dBA established to protect human health and prevent 

interference and annoyance outdoors in residential areas and farms where people spend 

varying amounts of time in which quiet is a basis for use (EPA 1974). There is occasional noise 

from Highway 191; vehicles on the 2.64 miles of Segment 1 presently by WCD to maintain its 

pipeline and by BLM for administrative purposes; activities on the western and eastern rims of 

the canyon including ATVs on the BBT and county roads; and equipment operating at the Lem’s 

Draw gravel pit and the gravel pit at the east end of Canyon Road B219. 

There are presently 76 commercial outfitters permitted for ATV group activities, hunting, hiking, 

and other non-motorized group activities in the MFO area.  Of the commercial outfitters only 11 

could operate in Recapture Canyon. One guide has Recapture Canyon as an official operating 

area for equestrian tours.  Ten hunting outfitters are approved for the entire San Juan Hunting 

Unit, which includes Recapture Canyon.  The hunting operations use the canyon on an 

intermittent and occasional basis. 

An annual three-day San Juan ATV safari is conducted in September each year.  In 2014, the 

Safari was limited to 350 participants and featured opportunities for participation in 19 named 

rides that originated in Blanding and embarked from trailheads within a one-hour or less trip 

from Blanding. The featured rides cross a combination of BLM, private, State and USFS 

administered lands including the BBT. 
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In addition to public lands managed by BLM, over 1.5 million acres near Blanding are in several 

popular recreation destinations managed by other federal, state, and tribal land management 

agencies, primarily for non-motorized recreation. They include the Glen Canyon National 

Recreation Area, Monument Valley, Canyonlands National Park, Goosenecks State Park, 

Hovenweep National Monument, and Natural Bridges National Monument.  

The Moab Field Office, internationally recognized for its recreation resources as well, borders 

the northern edge of the MFO. As the popularity of the entire region has increased, seasonal 

visitation and demand for a variety of recreational opportunities has increased. These 

opportunities include: hiking, biking, boating, cultural resource viewing, camping, OHV use, rock 

climbing, horseback riding, hunting, wildlife viewing, sightseeing, and scenic photography.  

An OHV survey completed by the Institute for Outdoor Recreation and Tourism entitled Off- 

Highway Vehicle Four-Wheeler Survey (Reiter and Blahna 1998), summarizes the use 

characteristics of visitors participating in the Moab Easter Jeep Safari. The results of this study 

can be extrapolated as a representation of all OHV users in the region, and is also relevant to 

the MFO including the Recapture Canyon trail system. Typical expectations of OHV users 

include scenery, naturalness, seeing a new area, and remoteness. Socializing within one's 

group was also identified as a high expectation of this user group. Typical users were not 

characterized as risk takers. The primary management priorities of this user group are to: 

• protect natural resources; 

• not close or restrict use on any existing routes; 

• provide new trails; 

• mark and sign popular routes; 

• let existing trails get more difficult; and 

• emphasize information and educational approaches to minimize impacts and to inform 

and educate OHV recreationists (Reiter and Blahna 1998 ---from Moab RMP Proposed 

Plan/Final EIS). 

A number of recent field examinations of the Recapture Canyon area have been conducted by 

BLM staff. During these examinations limited equestrian and hiking use was encountered 

directly. Evidence of some past but limited illegal OHV use on the proposed ATV trails was 

observed.  

There is increasing demand for such use in association with nearby trails such as the Pacheco 

trail that begins at the Blanding Visitor Center and runs on private land about 2 to 2.5 miles east 

of Recapture Canyon and the 5.51-mile long BBT that passes through the Project Area and 

provides for ATV access from Blanding to the Manti La Sal National Forest. Segment 1 is an 

existing road, but it is not currently open to public motorized use  

Increasing use by ATV enthusiasts, hikers, bicyclists, and equestrians is creating the potential 

for trail proliferation by users along the western rim of the canyon as they try to find a travel 

route to view cultural sites and other resources in the Recapture Canyon area.  

 In 2005 illegal trail work was done in the canyon bottom to facilitate ATV use. The  proposed 

trail system includes about 3.7 miles of about 7.6 miles of trail affected by the illegal 2005 trail 

work. 

The BLM has received comments from the public asking for marked OHV trails and trailhead 

facilities and staging areas. The BLM has also received numerous complaints about OHV use, 
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misuse, and illegal trail work. There is a growing level of conflict between motorized and non-

motorized users of the MFO area. 

The MFO offers other areas and opportunities for both mechanized and non-mechanized 
recreation.  The BLM MFO administers 88,871 acres within 5 areas (Dark Canyon, Mancos 
Mesa, Nokai Dome West, Nokai Dome East, and Grand Gulch) that are managed to protect 
their wilderness characteristics including outstanding opportunities for primitive and unconfined 
recreation.  Thirty-seven trails in the MFO area are designated as open to foot travel but closed 
to vehicles (MFO RMP decision T-22). Non-maintained trails that are used by non- motorized 
recreationalists exist in almost every canyon in the MFO. 

The Arch Canyon Trail, which is open to full-sized vehicles as well as ATVs, is currently the 

most popular motorized trail in the MFO area with use varying from 12 to about 300 vehicles per 

month.  The month of February has the lowest visitation and April is the peak. 

5.6 3.3.6 Riparian Vegetation, Wetland and Floodplain Resources 

Riparian zones exhibit vegetation or physical characteristics reflective of permanent surface or 

subsurface water influence. Lands adjacent to or contiguous with perennially and intermittently 

flowing rivers and streams are typical riparian areas. Excluded are sites such as ephemeral 

streams or washes that do not exhibit the presence of vegetation dependent upon free water in 

the soil (BLM 1998 and BLM Manual 1737).  

Riparian vegetation along perennial stream reaches is basic to the hydrologic function in that it 

routes water (surface and subsurface), nutrients, and sediment through the watershed. Ground 

cover promotes infiltration and conserves water, soil, and nutrients on-site. Influent soil moisture 

recharges ground water and base flows.  Riparian trees, shrubs, and herbaceous riparian 

vegetation aid in floodplain/channel maintenance and development, regulate floods by 

dissipating flow energies, reduce erosion and improve water quality, control water temperature 

by shading streams, improve channel structure by adding debris, and supply food to aquatic 

fauna.   Watershed conditions upstream affect riparian areas by influencing the size, frequency, 

duration, and water quality of floods, sediment supply, and base flows.  

The main drainage feature in the 18,803-acre analysis area (see Map 1, Appendix E) is 

Recapture Creek.  Tributary drainages to Recapture Creek tend to be ephemeral (only flow 

during storm events), but there are scattered spring/seeps that contribute some surface water 

and flow.  Runoff events and stream flows in Recapture Creek are generally controlled by the 

dam at Recapture Reservoir.  Despite this regulation, stream flows in the canyon appear to be 

perennial-interrupted, i.e. flows generally move down-gradient in the subsurface until valley 

constriction or underlying geological structure forces water toward the surface creating 

intermittent surface flow. Water table depths and proximity to the emergence zones tend to 

control the distribution, composition, density, and vigor of riparian vegetation.  Beaver 

complexes tend to occur in the areas where groundwater intersects the channel/valley surface.  

The beaver activity typically expands riparian-wetland habitat through ponding (raising water 

table) and dispersal of flows across the valley bottom. 

The 18,803-acre analysis area includes approximately 150 acres of wetland/riparian systems.  

Of this, approximately 44 acres are located downstream of Recapture Reservoir and below the 

Recapture Canyon rims along Segments 1 and 2 of the proposed trail system.  The unnamed 

tributary to Recapture Creek located at the east end of the East Browns Canyon Road (B219) 

where the south end of Segment 2 would exit the canyon includes approximately 0.5 miles of 

stream and 2.1 acres of riparian habitat. Vegetation in the riparian and wetland systems above 
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the rim, where Segments 3, 5, and 6 would cross, is similar to that found in the canyon, but with 

less water available.  

The riparian systems below Recapture Rim include both river-related (lotic) and spring-seep 
related (lentic) resources on both Recapture Creek and in Browns Canyon.  The existing roads 
and trails include 16 stream/drainage crossings. Riparian vegetation is present at 13 of the 
crossings.  

Of the 12.4 miles of existing trail, 0.76 miles (0.75 miles below the canyon rim and 0.01 miles 

above the rim) are within or adjacent to riparian vegetation (within a 10-foot buffer)  and disturb 

about 0.91 acres of riparian vegetation, and 0.80 miles (about 0.85 acres) of floodplain.  A total 

of 6.09 miles of existing trail (4.77 miles below the rim of Recapture Canyon and 1.32 miles 

above the canyon rim) are within 100 meters of riparian vegetation.   

Riparian areas below the rim of the canyon are likely to currently be directly and indirectly 

impacted by periodic unauthorized trail use and increased runoff and sedimentation from the 

existing trails.  

BLM assessed riparian function in Recapture Canyon in July 1996, August 2009, and January 

2014.  Based on criteria identified in BLM riparian evaluation guidance (BLM 1998), the 44 

acres of potentially affected riparian area are in proper functioning condition (PFC) indicating 

that they control water flow and stabilize the stream bed.  

In recognition of the importance of riparian areas, the BLM developed the Riparian-Wetland 

Initiative. This initiative established national goals and objectives for maintaining riparian-

wetland resources on public lands and included a strategy that focused management on entire 

watersheds. The Utah Riparian Management Policy is tiered to this national strategy (BLM 

2005). The purpose of the Utah Policy is to provide specific guidance for management of Utah’s 

riparian areas on BLM lands, while also supporting the BLM national directives. The objective of 

the Utah Riparian Management Policy is to establish an aggressive riparian management 

program that will identify, maintain, and/or improve riparian values to achieve a healthy and 

productive ecological condition for maximum long-term benefits. This objective is intended to 

provide watershed protection while still preserving quality riparian-dependent aquatic and 

terrestrial species habitats, and as appropriate, allow for reasonable resource uses (BLM 2005).  

The Utah Riparian Management policy directs BLM to “protect riparian areas through sound 

management practices and avoid negative impacts to the maximum extent practicable . . .”  It 

also states that “[no] new surface disturbing activities will be allowed within 100 meters of 

riparian areas with few exceptions.”   

The riparian goals and objectives in the MFO RMP include managing  riparian resources for 

desired future conditions; ensuring ecological diversity, stability, and sustainability, including the 

desired mix of vegetation types, structural stages, and landscape/riparian/watershed function; 

and providing for native and special status plant, fish, and wildlife habitats; managing riparian 

areas for properly functioning condition (PFC); ensuring stream channel morphology and 

functions are appropriate to the local soil type, climate, and landform; and avoiding or 

minimizing the destruction, loss, or degradation of riparian or wetland vegetation.  

The MFO RMP states that “no new surface-disturbing activities are allowed within active 

floodplains or within 100 meters of riparian areas unless it can be shown that: a) there are no 

practical alternatives, or b) all long-term impacts can be fully mitigated, or c) the activity would 

benefit and enhance the riparian area.” 
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3.3.7 Soils 

Landforms in the Project Area are generally associated with plateau or hillslope/canyon 

landforms typical of the Colorado Plateau. 

Monticello RMP decision SOLW–7 (MFO RMP, p. 116) directs BLM to “[m]anage uses to 

minimize and mitigate damage to soils”. With all action alternatives the proposed trail system is 

subject to the surface disturbing stipulations for Fragile Soils/Slopes over 20 percent (RMP, 

Appendix B, p. 6) which states: “New surface disturbance on slopes between 21 percent and 40 

percent would require: an erosion control strategy, reclamation, and site plan with a design 

approved by the BLM prior to construction and maintenance”. The Alternative with specific 

design features incorporate the Engineering Plan elements in order to meet this RMP 

requirement. 

Soils in the analysis area are described in Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) soil 

surveys UT638 and UT639 (NRCS 2014). The canyon soil types are typically fine sandy loam 

and clay loam soils, located below mesa rim rock, with highly varied slope and rock content.  

The soil complex units that are affected by existing roads and trails are listed in the technical 

report. There are about 12.40 miles of existing roads and trails with about 12.31 acres of road 

and trail-related disturbance in the analysis area. The condition of these trails ranges from 

heavily constructed, steep and eroding within Browns and Recapture Canyons to user-made 

trails above the rims of Recapture Canyon on the plateaus and mesas.   

3.3.7.1 Soil Interpretations 

Soil Interpretations of data from NRCS Web Soil Survey at 

(http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm) were used to classify existing trails 

for soil rutting risk, erosion hazard, and suitability for natural surface roads. The interpretations 

are further defined in the Methods section of the technical report and the project record as noted 

in Appendix F and summarized below. 

 

3.3.7.1.1 Soil Rutting Risk 

The ratings in this interpretation indicate the hazard of surface rut formation through the 

operation of forestland equipment. Soil displacement and puddling (soil deformation and 

compaction) may occur simultaneously with rutting. 

Ratings are based on depth to a water table, rock fragments on or below the surface, the unified 

classification of the soil, depth to a restrictive layer, and slope. The hazard is described as 

slight, moderate, or severe. A rating of "slight" indicates that the soil is subject to little or no 

rutting. "Moderate" indicates that rutting is likely. "Severe" indicates that ruts form readily (NRCS 

2014).   

Of the 12.4 miles of existing roads and trails, approximately 8.20 miles (66 percent) are 

classified as moderate to severe soil rutting hazard.   This interpretation was not completed for 

Soil Survey UT639.  Map Unit SdE in this survey includes all of the soils within Recapture 

Canyon (below the rims) for the southern half of the canyon.  Approximately 2.51 miles of the 

existing trail are located on this soil map unit.  However, Map Unit # 47 in survey UT638 that is 

located both immediately up-canyon and down-canyon of this soil unit is rated severe for soil 

rutting risk.  Due to similar landform, parent materials, and soil textures between the map units 

in the two surveys, a conservative estimate was made that Map Unit SdE in Soil Survey UT639 

http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm
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also would have a similar soil rutting risk of severe as Soil Map Unit 47 in Survey UT638. This 

would equate to approximately 10.71 of the 12.40 (86 percent) of the existing trails to have 

moderate to severe soil rutting risk. 

 

3.3.7.1.2 Erosion Hazard for Roads and Trails  

The ratings in this interpretation indicate the hazard of soil loss from unsurfaced roads and 

trails. The ratings are based on soil erosion factor K, slope, and content of rock fragments. The 

ratings are both verbal and numerical. The hazard is described as "slight," "moderate," or 

"severe." A rating of "slight" indicates that little or no erosion is likely; "moderate" indicates that 

some erosion is likely, that the roads or trails may require occasional maintenance, and that 

simple erosion-control measures are needed; and "severe" indicates that “significant” 

(substantial) levels of erosion are expected, that the roads or trails require frequent 

maintenance, and that costly erosion-control measures would be needed (NRCS 2014).  

Of the 12.4 miles of existing roads and trails), approximately 8.2 miles (66 percent) are 

classified as moderate to severe for road and trail erosion risk. This interpretation was not 

completed for Soil Survey UT639.  Map Unit SdE in this survey includes all of the soils within 

Recapture Canyon (below the rims) for the southern half of the canyon in the analysis area.  

Approximately 2.51 miles of the existing trail are located on this soil map unit.  However, Map 

Unit # 47 in survey UT638, located both immediately up-canyon and down-canyon of this soil 

unit, is rated severe for soil erosion risk.  Due to similar landform, parent materials, and soil 

textures between the map units in the two surveys a conservative assumption was made that 

Map Unit SdE of NRCS Survey UT639 would also have a similar road and trail erosion risk of 

severe as Soil Map Unit 47 in Survey UT638.  

The Browns Canyon portion of Segment 2 currently has high levels of erosion. 

3.3.7.1.3 Suitability for Roads (Natural Surface) 

The ratings in this interpretation indicate the suitability for using the natural surface of the soil for 

roads. The ratings are based on slope, rock fragments on the surface, plasticity index, content 

of sand, the unified classification of the soil, depth to a water table, ponding, flooding, and the 

hazard of soil slippage. 

The ratings are both verbal and numerical. The soils are described as "well suited," "moderately 

suited," or "poorly suited" to this use. "Well suited" indicates that the soil has features that are 

favorable for the specified kind of roads and has no limitations.  Good performance can be 

expected, and little or no maintenance is needed. "Moderately suited" indicates that the soil has 

features that are moderately favorable for the specified kind of roads. One or more soil 

properties are less than desirable, and fair performance can be expected. Some maintenance is 

needed. "Poorly suited" indicates that the soil has one or more properties that are unfavorable 

for the specified kind of roads. Overcoming the unfavorable properties requires special design, 

extra maintenance, and costly alteration (NRCS 2014). 

Of the 12.4 miles of existing roads and trails, approximately 8.2 miles (66 percent) are classified 

as poor to moderate suitability for natural surface roads. This interpretation was not completed 

for some map units Soil Survey UT639.  Map Unit SdE in this survey includes all of the soils 

within Recapture Canyon (below the rims) for the southern half of the canyon.  Approximately 

2.51 miles of the existing trail are located on this soil map unit.  However, Map Unit # 47 in 

survey UT638, located both immediately up-canyon and down-canyon of this soil unit, is rated 
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poor to moderate suitability for natural surface roads.  Due to similar landform, parent materials, 

and soil textures between the map units in the two surveys, it is assumed that Map Unit SdE of 

NRCS Survey UT639 also would have a similar suitability rating as Soil Map Unit 47 in Survey 

UT638.  This would equate to approximately 81 percent of the existing roads and trails to be 

poor to moderate suitability for natural surface roads.  The NRCS report further describes the 

distribution of this interpretation by rating. 

3.3.7.1.4 Soil Interpretation Summary 

The existing trails in the Project Area include about 10.7 miles (86 percent) of native surface trail 

where soil rutting risk is moderate to severe where due to soil conditions, ruts form readily.  The 

Erosion Hazard for Roads/Trails is moderate to severe for 11.2 miles of trail (90 percent). This 

rating represents soils where high levels of erosion are expected, that the trails require frequent 

maintenance, and that costly erosion-control measures are needed.  Approximately 10.1 (81 

percent) of the existing trails are poor to moderate suitability for natural surface road. 

3.3.7.2 Sediment and Erosion Modeling 

The “WEPP: Road” model was utilized to determine erosion and sediment produced by project 

related trails below the rim of Recapture Canyon.  WEPP: Road is a model that incorporates 

climate, soils, and three overland flow elements: a road, a fill-slope, and a buffer.  Information 

used to populate and run the model was generated from field visits (soils, road parameters, and 

buffer parameters) and available BLM data. Modeled values are estimates only for predicted soil 

erosion with a ±50 percent error.  Results were not field verified using field erosion plots.  In 

general, Forest Service WEPP applications tend to over-predict sediment production in small 

watersheds (Elliot 2001; Geren and Jones 2006).   

WEPP:Road erosion and sedimentation modeling was completed on the existing trails below 

the canyon rim to establish a baseline of existing conditions relative to the proposed trail 

system. Due to slope and close proximity to the main drainage/stream and riparian resources in 

Recapture Canyon, only the trails located below the canyon rim were modeled.   

For purposes of modeling the trail prism is defined as the cut, fill, and trail surface dimensions.  

Similar rates of trail prism erosion would likely occur on the trails located in the canyon bottom 

and on the plateau/mesa, but due to long distances/slopes between trail and drainage buffer, it 

is far less likely that trail-produced sediment would reach Recapture Creek.  

Modeled results for existing conditions show that approximately 8.3 cubic yards (yd3) of existing 

trail-prism erosion occur each year with current conditions. Of this, approximately 2.4 yd3 is 

stream sedimentation, where sediment is transported overland and into the drainage/stream 

and riparian system of Recapture Creek.  Since a standard sized dump truck can haul about 10 

yd3 of material, this would be the equivalent of 0.8 of a truckload of sediment leaving the road 

prism and 0.25 of a truckload reaching the drainage/stream each year.  In the analysis area 

these sediments are unevenly distributed over approximately seven miles of Recapture Creek. 

3.3.7.3 Biological Soil Crusts 

Biological soil crusts and physical crusts in the analysis area form on easily erodible soils.  

These crusts stabilize the soil surface, increase water infiltration/storage, and soil productivity 

Biological soil crusts are very slow to re-establish following disturbance, especially in actively 

eroding soils (Belknap 1993) 
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Biological soil crusts are generally lacking on existing roads and trails and proposed trailheads 

due to previous disturbance but may be present where proposed trails would be outside of 

previous disturbance. 

3.3.8 Water Resources  

The 18,803 acre analysis area (see Appendix F) for water resources is in the Recapture Canyon 

drainage area is located within the 23,000 square mile drainage area for the San Juan River 

that is a major tributary to the Colorado River (USGS 2014).  

Recapture Creek is perennial in the upper reaches flowing from its headwaters in the Abajo 

Mountains to Recapture Reservoir above the proposed trail system where it is impounded and 

utilized mainly for irrigation purposes.  The analysis area includes approximately 7.0 miles of 

Recapture Creek immediately below the reservoir. Runoff events and stream flows in the 

Recapture Creek watershed are generally controlled by the dam at Recapture Reservoir. 

Even though Recapture Creek is regulated by the dam, it can be categorized as perennial-

interrupted with surface flows generally reduced to zero near the San Juan River. Perennial 

surface water flows in Recapture Creek only in short segments below Recapture Dam. 

Generally, water flows in the lower reaches of Recapture Creek (below the hydrologic analysis 

area) only during snowmelt runoff and locally intense summer thunderstorms (Spangler, Naftz, 

and Peterman 1996) or during periods of spill from Recapture Reservoir.  

Ephemeral and intermittent stream systems such as Recapture Creek comprise a large portion 

of southwestern watersheds, and contribute to the hydrological, biogeochemical, and ecological 

health of a watershed. When functioning properly, arid and semi-arid region streams provide 

many of the same services as perennial streams that affect water quality and ecosystem health. 

These services include landscape hydrologic connections; surface and subsurface water 

storage and exchange; ground-water recharge and discharge; sediment transport, storage, and 

deposition; flood plain development; nutrient cycling; wildlife habitat including movement and 

migration corridors; support for vegetation communities that help stabilize stream banks and 

provide wildlife services; water supply and water quality filtering or cleansing; and stream 

energy dissipation associated with high-water flows that reduces erosion and improves water 

quality (USFWS 1993; BLM 1998). As discussed in Section 3.3.7.2, the existing trails and roads 

contribute 2.4 yd3 of sediment per year to the drainages and streams in the analysis area. 

Major tributary drainages to Recapture Creek tend to be ephemeral, with the exception of 

unnamed canyon just east of the East Browns Canyon Road.  This canyon supports a series of 

springs, seeps, and associated small spring-fed streams and stringer riparian systems that 

occur in a dendritic drainage pattern that converge and contribute flow to Recapture Creek near 

the existing trail crossings. Above the canyon rim, there are a number of ephemeral drainages 

that have catchments or springs/seeps that support small riparian communities for a short 

distance down-gradient.  

As noted in section 3.3.4.1, the existing trails include approximately 4.68 miles of existing road 

and 7.72 miles of existing trail. The existing roads/trails include 16 stream/drainage crossings, 

0.76 miles (0.91 acres) of direct disturbance to riparian and wetland areas, and 0.80 miles 

(about 0.85 acres) of floodplain that influence water resources and quality.  The existing trails 

presently include approximately 4.77 miles of trail within a 100-meter riparian buffer and 0.60 

miles within a 50-foot stream buffer below the rim of Recapture Canyon that is the main 

drainage and water feature in the analysis area. Above the rim of the canyon 1.32 miles of 

existing trail are within a 100-meter riparian buffer, and 0.20 miles within a 50-foot stream buffer.  
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3.3.8.1 Clean Water Act Compliance 

The objective of BLM water quality management in the MFO is to comply with Utah's state water 

quality standards (MFO RMP decision SOLW-4).  Waters within the analysis area are included 

in the Utah DEQ Recapture Creek 1 Assessment Unit (Recapture Creek and tributaries from 

confluence with San Juan River to USFS boundary, except Johnson Creek). 

The Utah DEQ sets narrative and numeric surface water standards for water quality based on 

the uses people and wildlife make of the water. Surface waters frequently have multiple 

beneficial uses. Waters within the Recapture Creek 1 Assessment Unit are classified by the 

State of Utah to support beneficial uses 1C (protected for domestic purposes with prior 

treatment by treatment processes as required by the Utah Division of Drinking Water), 2B 

(protected for infrequent primary contact recreation and secondary contact recreation such as 

boating, wading, or similar uses.), 3B (protected for warm water species of game fish and other 

warm water aquatic life), and 4 (protected for agricultural uses including irrigation of crops and 

stock watering). 

These designated “beneficial uses” are specified in the standards for individual surface waters, 

or if the surface water is not listed in the rule, the designated uses are determined by the 

tributary rule. The numeric water quality standards can be found in Section R317-2, Utah 

Administrative Code, Standards of Quality of Waters of the State  

(http://www.rules.utah.gov/publicat/code/r317/r317-002.htm). 

Water quality is assessed as fully supporting or impaired based on standards established to 

protect each beneficial use.  Waters in Utah that do not meet the water quality standards for 

their assigned beneficial uses are the focus of Section 303 (d) of the Clean Water Act, which 

requires states to identify, then develop and implement plans to improve remaining impaired 

waters. The Total Daily Maximum Load (TMDL) process, which identifies pollution sources and 

allocates maximum pollution loadings where water quality goals are not being met, is the 

required methodology for addressing these listed waters. 

The DEQ Recapture Creek 1 Assessment Unit is evaluated in a 2014 Integrated Report.  The 

report is available online at: http://www.waterquality.utah.gov/WQAssess/currentIR.htm#IR2014.  

In this report the assessment unit is listed as Category 3 – Insufficient Data, Exceedances, and 

requires DEQ to further investigation to determine if the water is impaired.  At this time the 

TMDL priority is listed as low; no TMDLs are scheduled or developed for waters within the 

analysis area. 

  

3.3.9 Wildlife including Special Status Species  

The Project Area provides habitat for a variety of species including coyotes, foxes, and mule 
deer as well as small mammals such as cottontails, jackrabbits, squirrels, ground squirrels, 
mice, voles, and shrews. The Project Area was not identified as crucial big game range on Map 
14 of the MFO approved RMP.  However, the UDWR identifies portions of the Project Area as 
crucial winter range for mule deer and Rocky Mountain Elk. In UDWR Herd Unit 14B there are 
approximately 1,351,956 acres of mule deer winter range and 495,455 acres of elk winter 
range. Even though the amount of available summer range in proportion to the large amount of 
winter range appears to be the limiting factor for deer and elk populations on this unit (UDWR 
2012a and 2012b) in the 132,631-acre Recapture Watershed (Watershed  HUC10), availability 
of winter range is a limiting factor for big game.  

http://www.rules.utah.gov/publicat/code/r317/r317-002.htm
http://www.waterquality.utah.gov/WQAssess/currentIR.htm%23IR2014
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There are 21,138 acres of crucial mule deer winter range in Watershed HUC10 and 8,657 acres 
of Rocky Mountain Elk crucial winter range as shown on Figure 3.2 (UDWR 2012a and b). The 
2,697-acre Project Area includes 1,910 acres of mule deer crucial winter range and 1,182 acres 
of elk crucial winter range. 
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Figure 3.2 Mule Deer Crucial Winter Range in Watershed HUC10 
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Figure 3.3 Elk Crucial Winter Range in Watershed HUC10 
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No fish are known to exist in Recapture Creek below Recapture Reservoir (UDWR 2005). 

A variety of migratory bird and raptor species frequent the Project Area.  Bats, lizards and 

snakes, amphibians, and invertebrates (insects) also exist in the area.  The most common 

amphibians associated with Recapture Creek are most likely to be the Woodhouse's toad (Bufo 

woodhousii), Red-spotted toad (Bufo punctatus), and Northern leopard frog (Rana pipiens). 

3.3.9.1 Special Status Animal Species Including Migratory Birds and Raptors 

Section 3.6 of the Monticello Proposed RMP/Final EIS (pages 3-154 through 3-162) identifies 

USFWS listed and candidate and BLM and State of Utah Sensitive plant and animal species 

that have the potential to occur in the MFO area.  A total of 9 federally listed animal species and 

59 BLM Sensitive Species are identified as having the potential to occur within SJC. This 

information is incorporated by reference and is available at the BLM MFO as the BLM MFO 

home page. 

Table 3.2 provides information on the potential for the occurrence of federally listed species in 

the Project Area based on the RMP data and current data base of species by county (USFWS 

2014). 

Table 3.2 Federally Listed Species  

Species Scientific 

and Common 

Name 

Status Habitat/Occurrence Potential for Occurrence 

in the Project Area 

Mustela nigripes 

Black Footed Ferret 

Endangered Associated with prairie dog 

colonies. No known 

populations occur in SJC, 

but historical native ranges 

exist. 

Extremely Low. 

Gymnogypes 

californianus 

California Condor 

 

 

 

Endangered 

Experimental, 

nonessential 

 

Colonies roost in snags, 

tall open branched trees, 

or cliffs, often near 

important foraging 

grounds. 

Population known rarely 

throughout Utah. 

Low. 

Birds could occasionally forage 

in the Project Area. 

Empidonax traillii 

extimus 

Southwestern Willow 

Flycatcher (SWFL) 

 

Endangered  Low shrub, thickets, or 

groves of small trees, 

often near watercourses.  

Throughout southern Utah. 

 

High.  

The SWFL is a riparian 

obligate species, nesting in 

dense clumps of willow or 

shrubs with similar structure 

(alder, some tamarisk) along 

low-gradient streams, 

wetlands, beaver ponds, wet 

meadows, and rivers.  SWFLs 

have been documented within 

the Project Area. The Project 

Area contains riparian habitat 

but no Designated Critical 
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Species Scientific 

and Common 

Name 

Status Habitat/Occurrence Potential for Occurrence 

in the Project Area 

Habitat for the species. 

Strix occidentalis 

lucida 

Mexican Spotted Owl 

(MSO) 

 

Threatened Steep rocky canyons.  

Southern and eastern 

parts of Utah. 

 

Low. 

MSOs commonly use mesa 

tops, benches, and warm 

slopes above canyons in fall 

and winter and relatively cool 

canyons in the summer. 

Canyon habitat is usually 

associated with uneven-aged 

stands of mixed-conifer forests 

that have experienced minimal 

human disturbance. Recapture 

Canyon does not contain all of 

the required elements for MSO 

Critical Habitat. 

Coccyzus americanus 

occidentalis 

(Western) Yellow-

billed 

Cuckoo (WYBC) 

. 

 

Threatened Riparian habitats. 

Throughout Utah. 

Low. 

Requires dense, deciduous 

riparian forest for breeding. In 

the west, habitat generally 

contains tall cottonwoods and 

willows in at least 25-acre 

patches. 

Gila elegans 

Bonytail 

 

Endangered These rare fish are found 

in eddies, pools, and 

backwaters near swift 

current in large rivers. 

Mainstem of the 

Colorado and Green 

Rivers. 

None.  

Recapture Creek in the Project 

Area is too shallow and distant 

from the San Juan River. 

Ptychochelius lucius 

Colorado pikeminnow 

 

Endangered Adults can be found in 

habitats ranging from deep 

turbid rapids to flooded 

lowlands. Young prefer 

slow-moving backwaters. 

Mainstem of the 

Colorado, Green, and 

San Juan rivers. 

None.  

Recapture Creek in the Project 

Area is too shallow and distant 

from the San Juan River.  

Gila cypha 

Humpback chub 

 

Endangered These are found in large 

rivers and deep canyons. 

Mainstem of the 

Colorado and Green. 

None.  

Recapture Creek in the Project 

Area is too shallow and distant 

from the San Juan River. 

Xyrauchen texanus 

Razorback sucker 

Endangered These are found in slow 

backwater habitats and 

None.  

Recapture Creek in the Project 



 

Environmental Assessment 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System  

78 

Species Scientific 

and Common 

Name 

Status Habitat/Occurrence Potential for Occurrence 

in the Project Area 

 impoundments. Within the 

Green, Colorado, and San 

Juan river systems. 

Area is too shallow and distant 

from the San Juan River. 

Of the listed species only the Southwestern willow flycatcher (SWFL-Endangered) has been 

observed in the Project Area. The SWFL was listed as endangered by the USFWS on February 

27, 1995 (60 FR 10695). Throughout its range, SWFL’s distribution follows that of its riparian 

habitat. Riparian areas can be relatively small, isolated, and, widely dispersed locales within this 

area. SWFLs spend most of their lives on wintering grounds in Mexico, Central America, and 

northern South America. Only three to four months are spent on their breeding grounds, 

typically from late April to August. 

The USFWS has identified critical habitat for this species on the San Juan River. Most of the 
suitable habitat in the MFO is found along the San Juan River, but several major canyons and 
washes including Recapture Canyon contain potential suitable habitat. In the Recapture 
Watershed (Figure 3.2) there are an estimated 911 acres of potential suitable habitat. About 44 
of 911 acres of potential suitable SWFL habitat in the watershed are in the 2,697-acre Project 
Area (Figure 3.1). 

In Utah, the SWFL is typically found in mixed native and exotic riparian vegetation, generally 

dominated by coyote willow, tamarisk, and Russian olive associated with streams, rivers, lakes, 

springs, and other watercourses and wetlands. Surveys for SWFL were completed by BLM in 

2009 within Recapture Canyon. During that survey a lone male was identified and determined to 

be a migrant. A complete survey was completed again in 2014. Two lone males were identified 

and also determined to be migrants. 

Two of the other listed species, Mexican spotted-owl (MSO-Threatened) and Western yellow-

billed cuckoo (WYBC) have the potential to occur near the proposed Recapture ATV Trail 

System.  The six that have little to no potential to occur near the proposed trail system (Black 

Footed Ferret, California Condor, Boneytail, Pike Minnow, Humpback Chub, and Razorback 

Sucker)  are not considered further in this EA because the proposed project would have no 

effect on these species.   

MSO critical habitat was designated in August of 2004. Critical habitat, as delineated and 
defined by the Mexican Spotted Owl Recovery Plan (USFWS 2012) contains primary 
constituent elements essential for the conservation of the species.  These constituent 
elements can be summarized as (1) space needed for growth and normal behavior; (2) 
food, water, air, light, and nutritional or physiological requirements; (3) cover and shelter; 
(4) sites for breeding and rearing young; and (5) habitat protected from disturbance or 
representative of distribution. The primary constituent elements for the MSO include, but 
are not limited to, those habitat components providing for nesting, roosting, and foraging 
activities that are needed for the conservation and recovery of the species. Although the 
USFWS designated 4.6 million acres of critical habitat for the MSO, these critical habitat 
boundaries were not drawn to include only the owls' preferred canyon nesting and roosting 
habitat, but also the surrounding uplands used for foraging. 

MSOs have been documented in the MFO in several canyons outside of the MSO’s critical 
habitat. Habitat in the MFO is identified using models that were developed by Dr. David 
Willey and Dan Spotskey (Willey and Spotsky 1997 and 2000). These modeled areas show 
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potential habitat, and when appropriate, surveys are conducted according to protocol to 
determine if owls occupy the area.  Portions of the proposed trail system within the Project 
Area are within one-half mile of potential nesting habitat using the Willey and Spotsky 1997 
and 2000 models. Only the 1997 model shows potential nesting areas within Recapture 
Canyon. None of the proposed trails are near designated critical habitat. Aerial photos and 
field visits by BLM indicate that the Project Area, including the canyon bottom, contains 
some of the - common vegetation communities found within spotted owl habitat in Utah 
such as, pinyon/juniper woodland with large trees, and deciduous riparian, but these 
communities are small in scale and intermittent throughout the project area. The necessary 
microclimatic features such as cooler and more humid conditions are also lacking because 
the canyon is very wide and open and reaches high temperatures during the summer 
months. Within the canyon and canyon bottom there is not adequate developed vegetative 
cover for the spotted owl for this area to be considered good nesting habitat.  Overall, the 
Project Area does not contain suitable nesting habitat for MSO.  Surveys for owls were done 
by BLM in 2009 and 2010 and no owls were found. 

The WYBC was listed as threatened by the USFWS on November 3, 2014 (79 FR 59991 
60038). Yellow-billed cuckoos are considered riparian obligates and are usually found in 
large tracts of cottonwood/willow habitats with dense sub canopies (below 33 feet). Nesting 
habitat is classified as dense lowland riparian characterized by dense sub-canopy or shrub 
layer (regenerating canopy trees, willows, or other riparian shrubs) within 333 feet of water. 
Overstory in these habitats may either be large, gallery forming trees or developing trees, 
usually cottonwoods. The Project Area contains some cottonwoods, but does not contain 
large galleries of trees that would provide for adequate nesting habitat. Past surveys have 
indicated that the species does not occupy Recapture Canyon. A cuckoo survey was done 
in Recapture Canyon by BLM in 2009 and no cuckoos were found. No proposed critical 
habitat for the WYBC is present in or near the proposed project. 

Thirty-eight non-listed special status fish and wildlife species are known to occur in the MFO.  
Suitable habitat for six of these species does not exist in the Project Area for the proposed trail 
system.  The 32 non-listed special status species that may occur in the Project Area are 
identified in Table 3.3. 

 

Table 3.3 Potential Non-listed Special Status Species in Project Area 

Common 

Name 

Scientific 

Name 
Habitat Status/List1 

Area of 

Potential 

and/or Known 

Occurrence 

Allen’s big-eared 

bat 

Idionycteris 

phyllotis  

Rocky and riparian areas 

in woodland and 

shrubland regions; roosts 

in caves or rock crevices. 

BLM and Utah Throughout 

southern Utah. 

Big free-tailed 

bat  

Nyctinomops 

macrotis  

Rocky and woodland 

habitats; roosts in caves, 

mines, old buildings, and 

rock crevices.  

BLM and Utah Throughout 

southern Utah. 

Fringed myotis  Myotis 

thysanodes 

Desert and woodland 

areas; roosts in caves, 

mines, and buildings.  

BLM and Utah  Throughout 

southern Utah.  
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Common 

Name 

Scientific 

Name 
Habitat Status/List1 

Area of 

Potential 

and/or Known 

Occurrence 

Gunnison's 

prairie-dog  

Cynomys 

gunnisoni  

Grasslands, semidesert 

and montane shrublands.  

BLM and Utah   Extreme 

southeastern 

Utah. 

Kit fox  Vulpes macrotis Desert, semiarid 

landscapes. 

BLM and Utah  West desert and 

south of the 

Cisco Desert. 

Mogollon vole  Microtus 

mogollonensis 

Dry meadows.  BLM and Utah  Southern part of 

SJC. 

Silky pocket 

mouse  

Perognathus 

flavus  

Semidesert arid 

grasslands with rocky or 

loamy soils.  

BLM and Utah  Extreme 

southeast corner 

of SJC.  

Spotted bat  Euderma 

maculatum  

Found in a variety of 

habitats, ranging from 

deserts to forested 

mountains; roost and 

hibernate in caves and 

rock crevices.  

BLM and Utah  Throughout Utah. 

Townsend's big-

eared Bat  

Corynorhinus 

townsendii 

Occur in many types of 

habitat, but is often found 

near forested areas; 

roosts and hibernates in 

caves, mines, and 

buildings.  

BLM and Utah  Throughout Utah. 

Ferruginous 

Hawk 

Buteo regalis  Flat and rolling terrain in 

grassland or shrub 

steppe; nests on elevated 

cliffs, buttes, or creek 

banks.  

BLM, Utah, 

BCC, and PIF  

Throughout Utah. 

American White 

Pelican  

Pelecanus 

erythrorhyanchos  

Along lakes, ponds, 

creeks, and rivers.  

BLM, Utah, and 

PIF  

Throughout Utah 

Bobolink Dolichonyx 

oryzivorus  

Riparian or wetland areas. BLM, Utah, and 

PIF  

Throughout Utah. 

Burrowing Owl Athene 

cunicularia  

Open grassland and 

prairies.  

BLM and Utah  Throughout Utah. 

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus 

Roosts and nests in tall 

trees near bodies of 

water.  

BLM and Utah  Throughout Utah. 

Lewis's 

Woodpecker 

Melanerpes lewis Burned-over Douglas-fir, 

mixed conifer, pinyon-

juniper, riparian, and oak 

woodlands, but is also 

found in the fringes of 

BLM, Utah, and 

PIF  

High and mid-

elevation 

mountain ranges 

of Utah. 
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Common 

Name 

Scientific 

Name 
Habitat Status/List1 

Area of 

Potential 

and/or Known 

Occurrence 

pine and juniper stands, 

and deciduous forests, 

especially riparian 

cottonwoods. 

Northern 

Goshawk  

Accipiter gentiles 

 

Mature mountain forest 

and riparian zone 

habitats.  

BLM and Utah  High and mid-

elevation 

Mountain ranges 

of Utah.  

Peregrine 

Falcon  

Peregrinus 

falconus  

Steep, rocky canyons 

near riparian or wetland 

areas.  

BLM and BCC  Throughout Utah. 

Swainson's 

Hawk 

Buteo swainsoni  Plains and grasslands.   BCC  Throughout Utah. 

Prairie Falcon  Falco mexicanus  Plains and wooded areas.  BCC  Throughout Utah. 

Short-eared Owl Asio flammeus  Grasslands, shrublands, 

and other open habitats.  

BLM and Utah  Throughout Utah. 

Brewer's 

Sparrow  

Spizella breweri  Sage and desert shrub.  PIF and BCC  Throughout Utah. 

Black-throated 

Gray Warbler  

Dendroica 

nigrescens  

Dry western deciduous or 

coniferous shrub.  

PIF and BCC  Throughout Utah.  

Broad-tailed 

Hummingbird  

Selasphorus 

Platycercus  

Mountains of Rocky 

Mountain region and 

lowland riparian.  

PIF and BCC  Throughout Utah.  

Gray Vireo  Vireo vicinior  Pinyon and/or juniper 

woodland.  

PIF and BCC  Throughout Utah.  

Loggerhead 

Shrike 

Lanius 

ludovicianus 

Sage and desert shrub.  BCC  Throughout Utah. 

Pinyon Jay  Gymnorhinus 

cyancephalus 

Sage and desert shrub 

and pinyon and/or juniper 

woodlands. 

BCC  Throughout Utah. 

Sage Sparrow  Amphispiza belli 

nevadensis 

Shrub steppe habitat.  PIF and BCC  Throughout Utah.  

Virginia's 

Warbler  

Vermivora 

virginae  

Mountain shrub and 

pinyon-juniper habitat. 

PIF and BCC  Throughout Utah.  

Gunnison Sage-

grouse  

Centrocercus 

minimus  

Sagebrush and 

sagebrush/grassland 

habitats. 

BLM, PIF, BCC  Populations 

known in the 

northeastern 

portion of the 

MFO area. 

Common 

chuckwalla  

Sauromalus ater  Predominantly found near 

cliffs, boulders, or rocky 

BLM and Utah   Along the 

Colorado River in 
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Common 

Name 

Scientific 

Name 
Habitat Status/List1 

Area of 

Potential 

and/or Known 

Occurrence 

slopes, where they use 

rocks as basking sites 

and rock crevices for 

shelter.  

Southern Utah. 

Desert night 

lizard  

Xantusia vigilis Extremely secretive, 

spending much of its time 

hiding under Joshua tree 

limbs and similar cover. 

BLM and Utah  Throughout 

Southeastern 

Utah.  

Smooth 

greensnake  

Opheodrys 

vernalis 

Meadows and stream 

margins.  

BLM and Utah  Abajo mountains. 

1 BLM:  Listed as Sensitive by the BLM Utah State Director, Instruction Memorandum 2011-037. 

Utah: State of Utah Sensitive Species identified on the Utah Conservation Database at 
http://dwrcdc.nr.utah.gov/ucdc/viewreports/sscounty.pdf, accessed January, 2015.   

PIF: Utah Partners in Flight Avian Conservation Strategy Version 2.0 (Parrish et al, 2002). 

BCC: Birds of Conservation Concern identified list for Region 16 (Colorado Plateau) (USFWS 2008). 

Although these species may occur in the Project Area, there have been no specific inventories 

to verify their presence. No known populations of Gunnison sage-grouse or Utah Prairie Dogs 

are near the Project Area. 

Species identified as PIF and/or BCC could pass through the Project Area at any time. 

Migratory birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Unless permitted by 

regulations, the MBTA makes it unlawful to pursue, hunt, kill, capture, possess, buy, sell, 

purchase, or barter any migratory bird, including the feathers or other parts, nests, eggs, or 

migratory bird products. In addition to the MBTA, Executive Order 13186 sets forth the 

responsibilities of federal agencies to further implement the provisions of the MBTA by 

integrating bird conservation principles and practices into agency activities and by ensuring that 

federal actions evaluate the effects of actions and agency plans on migratory birds.  

A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the BLM and USFWS (BLM MOU WO-230-

2010-04) provides direction for the management of migratory birds to promote their 

conservation. At the project level, the MOU direction includes evaluating the effects of the 

BLM’s actions on migratory birds during the NEPA process; identifying potential measurable 

negative effect on migratory bird populations focusing first on species of concern, priority 

habitats, and key risk factors. In such situations, BLM would implement approaches to lessen 

adverse impact.  

Habitats within the Project Area have the potential to support other breeding, nesting, and 

foraging raptors including golden eagle. Raptor nest sites are typically located on prominent 

points such as cliff faces and rock outcrops in areas with slopes of 30 percent or greater, but 

they may also nest in pinyon, juniper, or deciduous trees. There are 15 identified active raptor 

nests in the Project Area, mostly within the walls of Recapture Canyon. 

Raptors typically use the same nest site year after year. Raptor young tend to disperse to areas 

near the traditional nest sites. The nesting season for most raptors in the Project Area extends 

from March 1 through August 31. Table 3.4 identifies the raptor species with potential to occur in 

the Project Area. 

http://dwrcdc.nr.utah.gov/ucdc/viewreports/sscounty.pdf
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Table 3.4 Raptor Species with the Potential to Occur in the Project Area and USFWS 

Spatial and Seasonal Buffers with Recommended Buffers to Reduce Potential Impacts 

Common 

Name 

Scientific 

Name 

General Habitat and 

Potential to Occur in Project 

Area 

Spatial 

Buffer 1 

(miles)  

Seasonal 

Buffer 

Sharp-shinned 

Hawk 

Accipiter 

striatus 

 

Low potential to nest in pinyon-

juniper woodlands. Low potential 

to forage in desert shrub and 

pinyon-juniper woodlands.  

0.5   

 

3/15-8/31 

Cooper’s Hawk 

 

Accipiter 

cooperii 

 

Low potential to nest in pinyon-

juniper woodlands. Moderate 

potential to forage in pinyon-

juniper woodlands.  

0.5  

 

3/15-8/31 

Golden Eagle 

 

Aquila 

chrysaetos 

 

Commonly nests on cliff ledges 

and rock outcrops. 

Moderate potential to forage in 

desert shrub and pinyon-juniper 

woodlands.  

0.5  1/1-8/31 

 

Bald Eagle 

 

Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus 

 

Winter habitat typically includes 

areas of open water, adequate 

food sources, and sufficient 

diurnal perches and night roosts. 

Low. No potential for nesting and 

low potential for roosting.  

0.5  

 

1/1/-8/31 

Burrowing Owl 

 

Athene 

cunicularia 

 

Low potential to nest in the 

Project Area due to lack of prairie 

dog colonies in the area. 

Commonly utilizes prairie dog 

burrows for nesting. 

0.25  3/1-8/31 

 

Long-eared Owl  Asio otus 

 

Low potential to nest in pinyon-

juniper woodlands.  

Moderate potential to forage in 

desert shrub and pinyon-juniper 

woodlands.  

0.25  2/1-8/15 

 

Great-horned 

Owl  

Bubo 

virginianus 

 

Nests on cliff ledges, pinyon-

juniper, or nests of other species. 

Moderate potential to forage in 

desert shrub and pinyon-juniper 

woodlands.  

0.25  12/1-9/31 

Ferruginous 

Hawk  

Buteo regalis 

 

Commonly nests on ground, in 

pinyon-juniper woodlands, and on 

rock outcrops. Low potential to 

forage in desert shrub and 

pinyon-juniper woodlands. 

0.5  3/1-8/1 
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Common 

Name 

Scientific 

Name 

General Habitat and 

Potential to Occur in Project 

Area 

Spatial 

Buffer 1 

(miles)  

Seasonal 

Buffer 

Red-tailed 

Hawk 

Buteo 

jamaicensis 

 

Moderate potential to nest on 

cliffs and low potential to nest in 

pinyon-juniper woodlands. High 

potential to forage in desert shrub 

and pinyon-juniper woodlands. 

0.5  

 

3/15-8/15 

Swainson’s 

Hawk  

Buteo 

swainsoni 

 

Not likely to nest in the Project 

Area. Low potential to forage in 

desert shrub and pinyon-juniper 

woodlands. 

0.5  3/1-8/31 

Northern Harrier  Circus 

cyaneus 

 

Moderate potential to forage and 

nest in sagebrush/grassland 

vegetative community and desert 

scrublands. Low potential to nest 

in pinyon-juniper woodlands. 

Utilizes open habitats such as 

marshes, fields, and grasslands.  

0.5  

 

4/1-8/15 

Peregrine 

Falcon  

Falco 

peregrinus 

High potential to nest on cliffs and 

ledges. Nest sites in southern 

Utah are associated with pinyon-

juniper and deciduous riparian 

woodlands.  

1.0  

 

2/1-8/31 

Prairie Falcon  Falco 

mexicanus 

High potential to nest on cliffs and 

ledges. Moderate potential to 

forage in desert shrub, moderate 

in pinyon-juniper woodland.  

0.25  4/1-8/31 

American 

Kestrel  

Falco 

sparverius 

 

Moderate potential to nest on 

cliffs, and ledges. Moderate 

potential to forage from cliffs and 

ledges and low potential in desert 

shrub and pinyon-juniper 

woodland. 

0  4/1-8/15 

Source:  Romin and Muck 2002, Utah Field Office Guidelines for Raptor Protection from Human and Land Use 
Disturbances. 

 

The Project Area is also suitable wintering and migration habitat for several raptor species 

including the bald eagle. 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter describes the potential environmental consequences to the affected environment 

described in Chapter 3 from implementing the action and No Action alternatives described in 

Chapter 2.  

Environmental consequences are described using the terms “effect” and “impact,” which are 

synonymous under NEPA. Effects may be direct, indirect, or cumulative in nature.   

 Direct effects occur at the same time and place as the action.   

 Indirect effects are reasonable foreseeable effects that occur later in time or are 

removed in distance from the action.   

 Cumulative effects are those impacts to the environment that result from the synergistic 

or incremental impacts of an alternative when added to other past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable future actions.  

Temporary means short-lived (i.e. during construction); short-term means 10 years or less, and 

long-term means more than 10 years or life of the project. 

It is also assumed that the alternatives would be carried out as described in Chapter 2 including 

the described design features and monitoring and mitigation requirements. The trail design, 

construction and maintenance standards would be the same under a ROW grant or a trail 

designation in the TMP.  

BLM has prepared a technical report for characterization and analysis of hydrologic impacts that 

include impacts on riparian vegetation, floodplain and wetland resources; soils; and water 

resources (Appendix F). The information in the technical report has been extracted and included 

in the riparian vegetation, floodplain and wetland resources; soils, and water resources sections 

of this EA.  The technical report provides data on existing conditions and compares changes for 

Alternative A with each of the action alternatives. A summary analysis extracted from the 

technical report is presented in this chapter. 

The sections of existing trails that would not be included in the trail system would be disturbed 

only by hand tools as they are signed as closed, blocked and covered with slash for at least the 

first 100 feet. The calculations of trail miles, acreages etc. in Appendix F occasionally vary 

slightly from the figures presented in the text of this EA due to variations in GIS calculations, but 

are based on the same data set.  

The analysis does not address activities that are not trail related such as County operations at 

the Lem’s Draw gravel pit and the gravel pit east of the  Road B219 (two of the potential 

trailheads would be located in or near these gravel pits), but focuses on quantifying current 

conditions and the additive trail-related impacts of each alternative.  Total stream sedimentation 

from activities that are not trail related, and natural erosion in the analysis area, is not described 

or addressed in this EA or technical report (Appendix F). 
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4.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

4.2.1 Alternative A – Proposed Action  

4.2.1.1 Cultural Resources 

Cultural resources, including archaeological sites and historic structures, are non-renewable 

resources. In the context of this cultural resources analysis, direct effects refer to those effects 

that could occur to known or unknown sites as a result of surface disturbing activities (e.g., 

excavation, scraping, grading). All other potential impacts to cultural resources are considered 

indirect. The categorization of direct and indirect impacts does not imply any greater or lesser 

degree of significance, importance, or effect. 

An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the 

characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion on the NRHP in a 

manner that would diminish the integrity of the property's location, design, setting, materials, 

workmanship, feeling, or association. 

Class III inventories have been conducted of the entire area for evaluation of direct effects. The 

proposed trail system would re-route parts of existing trails to avoid or minimize direct effects to 

most sites, but the proposed trail system would pass through or along the edge of 31 sites of 

which 26 are eligible for the NRHP. The construction/improvement of trails and passage of 

vehicles as proposed could result in the destruction of cultural resources at the potentially 

affected sites, however, a BLM or contract archaeologist will be present during construction to 

assure sites are appropriately protected per the treatment plan.  Disturbance at sites would 

result in the loss of datable or diagnostic materials that could provide more information about 

the prehistoric inhabitants of the area. These impacts would be mitigated by padding impacted 

sites with aggregate or soil to minimize future impacts from erosion and direct impacts from 

passage of vehicles. The stabilized sites would be monitored by the BLM for the effectiveness of 

treatments.  Should stabilization techniques not meet the objectives, the BLM would reevaluate 

techniques and respond as necessary. 

Establishment of the trail system would open up an area that has previously had limited access. 

With the Proposed Action and trail construction/ improvement and use would change the setting 

of about 5.0 miles of Recapture Canyon (12.5 percent of the Canyon between Highway 191 and 

the confluence of Recapture Creek and the San Juan River) by introducing intermittent noise 

from ATVs and potentially increasing the impacts of vandalism on, and the unauthorized 

collection of, cultural resources and artifacts in the area. Impacts would likely increase in the 

future as the area draws new visitors.  Because the canyon bottom would be open to camping, 

increases in visitation with the ability to carry camping gear on ATVs would lead to greater 

numbers of campers spending more time in the canyon. The potential exists for inadvertent 

impacts to occur from camping on sites causing compaction, damage to sites from collecting 

rocks for firerings and collecting wood for fires, and digging impacts for human waste disposal.  

The additional use would add to the potential for unauthorized collection of cultural resources 

and damage from disturbance as campsites would be established and/or expanded.  

Nickens et.al. (1981), in  Survey of Vandalism to Archaeological Resources in Southwestern 

Colorado, found that the principal factors affecting vandalism to archaeological sites were the 

density, distribution, and visibility of archaeological resources and the relative ease by which 

access may be gained to sites. Nickens categorizes vandalism as either intentional or 

incidental. Incidental damage results from surface disturbance for activities other than collection 
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of cultural resources.  Intentional vandalism includes activities such as hobby collecting, wanton 

destruction, and commercial collection of cultural materials for resale.   

With the proposed action, construction/improvement and use of the proposed ATV trail system 
would subject cultural resource sites to mainly to incidental or unintentional damage from 
persons visiting sites out of curiosity and off-trail riding, as well as intentional vandalism, mainly 
collecting of surface artifacts. 

As noted in Chapter 3, the number of surface artifacts at sites in the canyon bottom and in the 

APE of the proposed trail system has been dramatically reduced by previous collection and 

looting. One hundred and forty-eight sites are known to occur within the APE and could be 

damaged.  Generally the types of sites that are close to the proposed trails and are most likely 

to be impacted include architectural structures, lithic scatters, storage cists and kilns.   

More frequent visitation in and around the canyon could deter larger scale commercial looting 

that requires digging and other obvious actions because it would increase the potential for 

discovery and reporting to law enforcement officials.  

 
The BLM has determined, in consultation with SHPO and the ACHP through preparation of the 
Cultural Resource PA, that implementation of the Proposed Action or action alternatives could 
have an “Adverse Effect” on historic properties within the APE. However, impacts on cultural 
resource sites would be mitigated by the actions required in the Cultural Resources PA (see 
Appendix A). Impacts would be minimized through monitoring 21 sample sites and mitigation 
steps as outlined in the PA.  

If monitoring shows that sample sites are being damaged, use of the trail system would be 

controlled or reduced to avoid adverse impacts as established by the PA. If the BLM determines 

that adverse effects on historic properties are occurring an HPTP would be prepared to address 

those effects. The HPTP would identify the nature of the effect to which each historic 

property is being subjected, and the treatment strategies proposed to avoid, minimize, or 

mitigate the adverse effects. Because effects would be monitored and then minimized and/or 

mitigated, individual sites would likely remain eligible for listing on the NRHP.  

A potential beneficial impact would be that a greater number of visitors would be informed on 

the historical and scientific value of cultural resources through information provided at trailheads 

and the opportunity to view cultural sites along various segments of the trail system (see 

Section 2.3.5.2).  

4.2.1.2 Paleontology 

Possible direct impacts to paleontological resources could occur during trail 

construction/improvement if new discoveries are made. Possible indirect impacts from trail 

construction and use could include discovery of new paleontological resources, and theft or 

vandalism of currently undiscovered fossils. Vandalism and illegal collection of important fossils 

reduces scientific and public access to scientifically significant and instructive fossils and 

destroys the contextual information critical for interpreting the fossils. 

Impacts of construction would be mitigated by the presence of a qualified, permitted 

paleontologist during construction on PFYC 5 areas (7.90 miles) of the trail.  If important fossils 

are found, they would be either collected for study or stabilized and the trail would be re-routed 

to avoid further direct impact.   
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Indirect impacts from vandalism and illegal collection would be monitored by SJC through 

monitoring of unauthorized surface disturbance, and, if necessary, adjustments to trail 

management would be made to protect paleontological resources.  

4.2.1.3 Private Residences 

One private residence is located along the Browns Canyon Road within one-quarter mile of the 

proposed Browns Canyon trailhead.  Five additional private residences are located within one-

half mile of the proposed trailhead. In addition to dust and noise created by County operations 

at the gravel pit, increased activity at the trailhead would generate an unquantified amount of 

dust and noise that could reach the residences closest to the trailhead.   

4.2.1.4 Public Safety 

From the Lem’s Draw Trailhead, ATVs would access Segment 5 of the proposed trail system by 

driving along about one-half mile of existing SJC Road B238.  This would lead to a mix of truck 

and ATV traffic and would result in an increased risk of accidents and injury to ATV riders on 

this section of road.  

The risk of accidents and injury would be greatest from June through September when the 

Lem’s Draw gravel pits are most heavily used and ATV use would be highest. During these 

periods ATV riders would be traveling on the road along with 40-50 gravel trucks per workday 

(7:00 am to 5:30 pm Monday through Thursday).  

 SJC would reduce the risk of accidents by placing signs to make ATV riders aware that they 

may encounter large trucks on County Road B238. 

4.2.1.5 Recreation 

Under the MFO RMP, 1,388,191 acres are managed as "limited to designated routes," and 

393,895 acres are managed as closed to OHV use. No cross country use of vehicles is allowed 

within the MFO.   With the Proposed Action the 2007 closure order on 1,871 acres would be 

lifted. The presently closed area would be managed under the MFO RMP as limited to 

designated routes and 11.67 miles of trail would be designated as open to motorized use. The 

11.67 miles of proposed trail would increase the miles of designated motorized roads and trails 

in the MFO from 2,822 miles to 2833.67 miles, about 0.4 percent.  The miles of designated ATV 

trails in the MFO would increase from 16.8 miles (11.4 on BLM) to 28.47 miles, a 69.5 percent 

increase.  

The proposed trail system would be part of the diversity of trails desired by SJC. It would 

provide new loop opportunities that would help address motorized recreationists desire for a 

more extensive trail system. The new trail opportunity would meet primary management 

priorities of OHV users of protecting natural resources, providing new trails, and emphasizing 

information and education on natural resources for OHV recreationists (Reiter and Blahna 

1998). 

During the construction period, the bottom of Recapture Canyon may be periodically 

undesirable to recreation users because of the temporary increase in noise and dust generated 

from the trail cat. BLM visitor records indicate that visitation in the canyon ranges from 13 to 90 

visitors per month. The Labor Day weekend begins the fall season, when recreation use again 

increases, and generally continues through Thanksgiving weekend.  
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Initial trail construction with the trail cat is estimated to take two weeks and follow-up hand work 

would occur over several weeks with concentrated efforts usually on Saturdays. Because of the 

short time required for trail cat work, with work occurring at the end of the summer season, the 

quality of the recreational experience would be reduced for an estimated 13 and 50 visitors. 

Following construction, the proposed trail system would likely increase motorized use on trails 

directly accessible from Blanding. The increases in trail use would include use for commercial 

recreational groups. However, ATV use in the canyon bottom could conflict with the current 

commercial permits for equestrian use and guided hunting in the canyon.  Commercial use 

would be controlled as directed by the MFO RMP. SRPs would be required for all commercial 

motorized/mechanized events/tours, groups of more than 25 motorized vehicles, and groups of 

more than 15 riding and/or pack animals.  Because of the change and increase in use, there 

would be a potential shift from a quiet back country setting toward a middle or front country 

social setting in the Project Area.  

SJC has committed to development of trailheads and required sanitation, signage, and 

monitoring of trail conditions to accommodate increased use. 

If left unregulated, off-trail riding could occur, but marking the designated trails would tend to 

reduce the proliferation of trails that would otherwise be created along the western rim of the 

canyon by users trying to find a travel route to view cultural resource sites.   

BLM does not restrict non-mechanized travel within the MFO area except in areas where 

specific resource values need protection or for public health and safety reasons. There are 

opportunities for non-mechanized travel throughout the MFO in areas open to foot travel without 

motorized use as well as on all routes open to motorized uses. The MFO RMP designates 37 

trails specifically for non-motorized use.  About 3.4 miles of Recapture Canyon between the end 

of Segment 2 and County Road 206 as well as the remaining 35.0 miles of the Recapture 

Canyon between Highway 191 and the confluence with the San Juan River as well as non-

maintained trails that are used by non- motorized recreationalists in almost every canyon in the 

MFO would remain available for non-motorized use other than existing road and highway 

crossings.   

Designating the proposed trail system as open to use would allow ATV use on the 11.67 miles 

of trails which are currently exclusively used by non-motorized recreationists.  

If constructed, the proposed ATV trail system would draw ATV riders to the trail system.  The 

future level of ATV use is unknown. Because of media coverage of the 2005 illegal trail work 

and 2014 unauthorized riding in Recapture Canyon there is heightened public awareness of the 

proposed trail system. Initial use of the trail system is likely to be high, but would taper off in 

successive years. Based on vehicle use Arch Canyon Trail (which is the most popular motorized 

trail in the MFO and is open to full- sized vehicles as well as ATVs), over the long-term ATV use 

of the trail system would vary from as few as 12 to 300 or more ATVs per month during high use 

periods.   

Conflicts could occur between motorized and non-motorized recreational users along the 
proposed ATV trails. Non-motorized users of the proposed ATV trail system would briefly 
encounter ATVs on the proposed trails. 
 
Indirect effects to the recreational experience would come from the noise and dust of ATVs. In 
Utah ATVs are required to have approved spark arrester mufflers that generate sound levels in 
the range of 96-100 decibels.  Sound generated by ATVs would attenuate and be within EPA 
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standards but would be an annoyance to some non-motorized users. ATVs also would generate 
dust along the proposed trails further annoying non-motorized users.  

This would lead to conflicts between non-motorized and motorized users and dissatisfaction 

with the recreational experience mainly in the canyon bottom, particularly for non-motorized 

users who are generally sensitive to increases in noise and dust from vehicles. 

Experience has shown that if non-motorized users know beforehand that they can expect to 

meet motorized users on a trail, their tolerance for the sound of an engine will be increased.  

Also, if horseback riders know that they might encounter vehicles they can be better prepared to 

control a noise-sensitive horse when they encounter vehicles.  To reduce user conflicts, BLM 

would post signs at the proposed trailheads to inform all visitors of the types of permitted use on 

the proposed trail system and to warn that other users may be on the trails. 

Because of ATV noise that would be heard in the canyon bottom, non-motorized users may shift 

their use to other areas including other portions of the Recapture Canyon drainage that would 

remain closed to motorized use and have canyons that are similar to Recapture Canyon. Many 

trails including those in the Dark Canyon Wilderness, BLM WSAs, and National Parks and 

Monuments that exclude motorized and mountain bike use would remain available to non-

motorized users. 

Based on available information, and present use levels, between 13 to 90 non-motorized visitors 

per month would be displaced. This would not result in a change in non-motorized recreation 

use in the MFO area because non-motorized recreation would shift to the trails that are open 

only to foot, bicycle or equestrian traffic and some non-motorized recreation users would rather 

use a well-marked and developed trail than the present unmarked and undeveloped trails. 

Local residents who use Recapture Canyon for non-motorized recreation would be affected 

because they would have to travel farther from their residences to find a similar recreational 

experience.  

4.2.1.6  Riparian Vegetation, Wetland and Floodplain Resources 

The riparian system in the analysis area is likely to currently be directly and indirectly impacted 

by periodic unauthorized use and increased runoff and sedimentation from existing trails. Linear 

disturbances such as the proposed trail system impact riparian areas both directly and 

indirectly.  Riparian vegetation could be directly impacted during trail construction through 

cutting of riparian vegetation and disturbance of material associated with the floodplain, stream 

banks, and stream bed. Typically, stream crossings result in a wider shallower stream channel 

and can lead to localized instability in stream bed, banks, and floodplain.   

Indirectly, the riparian system could be impacted by this alternative in a number of ways.  Trail 

use facilitates, rutting/trail incision, physical erosion, and soil destabilization, all of which 

generally lead to increased runoff and stream sedimentation.  Changes in geomorphology 

cause channel widening at crossings and increased sediment input from channel entry/exit. 

Increased stream sedimentation from trail erosion could lead to accelerated bar formation or 

channel braiding.   Stream crossings also could serve as an access point for unauthorized OHV 

travel up/down the stream corridor that would also disrupt the stream channel, banks, and 

floodplain. Trails on floodplain can capture over-bank flows and cause channel 

formation/incision and sedimentation to the stream and riparian system.   

These are all amplified as the number of stream crossings and miles of trail disturbance to 

stream, riparian/wetland, and floodplain are increased or routed closer to the riparian corridor. 
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Minor compaction and disturbance of riparian vegetation could occur from camping along the 

riparian and floodplain areas. 

The combination of concentrated flows, exposure of erosive soils in the road prism (road/trail 

surface and cut/fill surfaces), road/trail surface rutting, and stream crossings could lead to 

increases in erosion and stream sedimentation. These processes can be highly impactive to 

stream, floodplain, and riparian-wetland resources. With Alternative A, WEPP: Road modeled 

annual stream sedimentation is similar to existing conditions with2.4 yd3 (low traffic conditions) 

but increases to as much as 6.7 yd3 (high traffic conditions).   It is anticipated that projected 

increases in sediment would correspond directly to degradation in riparian resources from 

deposition and stream channel changes. 

The potential for and magnitude of impacts is related to the proximity of the proposed trails to 

the riparian system. With Alternative A, 0.71 miles of the 11.67 miles (6.3 percent) would be 

within or adjacent to riparian vegetation (within a 10-foot buffer). Of this 0.71 miles would be 

below the rim of Recapture Canyon and 0.03 miles would be above the rim. About 4.74 miles of 

the proposed 11.67 miles of trails (4.73 miles below the rim of Recapture Canyon and 0.01 

miles above the rim) would be within a 100-meter buffer of riparian vegetation.  

The existing roads and trails have 16 stream/drainage crossings and disturb about 0.91 acres of 

wetland and 0.85 acres of floodplain. With Alternative A there would be 13 stream/drainage 

crossings, and 0.73 miles (0.87 acres) of direct disturbance to riparian and wetland areas, and 

0.86 miles (1.06 acres) of floodplain disturbance.  Approximately 0.6 percent of the 150 acres of 

riparian/wetland system in the 18,803 acre hydrologic analysis area and 2.1 percent the 44 

acres of riparian/wetland system in the Project Area would be directly impacted.  

4.2.1.7  Soils  

MFO RMP decision SOLW–7 (MFO RMP, p. 116) directs BLM to “[m]anage uses to minimizand 

mitigate damage to soils”. The proposed trail system is subject to the RMP’s surface disturbing 

stipulations for Fragile Soils/Slopes over 20 percent (RMP, Appendix B, p. 6). This stipulation 

requires that prior to construction and maintenance, an erosion control strategy, reclamation 

and site plan, with a design approved by BLM, be prepared for new surface disturbance on 

slopes between 21 and 40 percent.  The Proposed Action is consistent the RMP and contains 

erosion control Best Management Practices (BMPs) that meet this stipulation requirement. 

Refer to Appendix E for the Erosion Control Plan for Trail Construction and Reclamation of 

Unauthorized Route Closure. The County has committed in their proposal to place erosion 

control structures and other BMPs as necessary to minimize erosion from the trail system and to 

maintain and repair the trails as necessary.   

Construction of the proposed trail system would directly disturb up to about 17.73 acres of soils. 

Much of the total disturbance would be on previously disturbed sites. Of the surface disturbance 

that would be caused by construction/improvement, about 7.27 acres would be located along 

the bottom of the canyon and the remaining 10.46 acres would be on upland soils. Over the 

long-term, the foot-print of the trails would be 10.16 acres and 0.76 acres would be occupied by 

the proposed trailheads. 

As currently proposed, the above-rim portion of the trail system (4.3 acres of long-term 

disturbance and 0.76 trailhead acres) would not pose as great a risk for trail prism erosion and 

related stream sedimentation as the portion of the system below the rim.  
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Specific sections of existing routes along and adjacent to Segments 2, 3, 4, 6, and 8 from the 

original proposal (totaling 16,406 feet or 3.1 miles) are proposed to be closed and reclaimed, 

stabilized, and/or revegetated. Obliterating, stabilizing, and revegetating these trail segments 

would cause short-term impacts on soils such as compaction, displacement and loosening 

them, temporarily making them susceptible to erosion.  These direct impacts of reclamation 

activities on soils would be localized and short-term (1-2 years) and would be minimized as the 

activity-related disturbance is stabilized and rehabilitated.   

4.2.1.7.1 Summary of Soil Interpretations and Potential Impacts 

With the Proposed Action (Alternative A), the trail system would include 10.16 acres (11.67 

miles) of long-term trail-related disturbance and 0.76 acres of trailhead-related disturbance, 

totaling 11.05 acres or 90 percent of existing disturbance.  Measures such as waterbars and 

check dams would be used to stabilize the proposed trails. Access to unused portions of 

existing trails would be blocked or covered with vegetative slash for at least the first 100 feet. 

The undesignated trails would be signed as closed to vehicle use and would be stabilized as 

appropriate through such measures as re-contouring, re-vegetation, and covering the trail 

surface with cut vegetation (slash). 

About 10.27 miles of proposed trail (86 percent) are classified as moderate to severe soil rutting 

risk where due to soil conditions, ruts form readily. About 10.98 miles (92 percent) of the 

proposed 11.67 miles of trails are classified as moderate to severe for road and trail erosion 

risk. This rating represents soils where a substantial level of erosion is expected, the trails 

require frequent maintenance, and costly erosion-control measures are needed.   Nearly all 

11.67 miles (approximately 100 percent) of the proposed trail system are poor to moderate 

suitability for natural surface road.   

ATVs weigh up to 1,500 pounds, are powerful, and are typically rigged with aggressive off-road 

tread patterned tires.  As a result, ATV use can lead to soil compaction, trail prism rutting, and 

soil displacement (mechanical erosion).  The type and extent of impact is dependent on soil 

properties and conditions, landscape location (ridge-top, midslope, etc.), and trail parameters 

such as construction design (inslope, outslope, drainage features, etc.), trail condition, trail 

gradient/grade length, use levels, and user skill and care when riding. 

ATV impact on soils is highly dependent on soil properties.  Soils with high clay content are 

highly compactable and less sensitive to mechanical erosion in dry conditions.  However, during 

periods of high soil moisture content, severe rutting can occur.  Conversely, compacted soils 

can be ‘tilled up’ with heavy OHV use, leaving un-stabilized and exposed fine textured soils in 

the trail prism highly susceptible to wind and water erosion.  Sandy to gravelly soils tend to 

resist compaction but are highly susceptible to mechanical erosion and erode rapidly with use.  

Trail prism erosion rates can be severe on trails with poorly suited soils, high gradient (15 

percent or greater) and uninterrupted grade length, highly rutted trail prism condition, and where 

water flows are intercepted and routed down the trail prism.  

ATV trails that are situated on soils with high susceptibility for erosion or that substantially 

influence hydrologic conditions can result in substantial geomorphic and hillslope changes. 

Accelerated trail prism erosion and/or gullying are initiated by traffic and associated trail surface 

rutting.  It is most likely to occur where the trail intercepts and concentrates water flows (Jones 

et al. 2000).  This process is amplified where the trail is located on poorly suited soils, where 

average gradients are steep, and where continuous grades occur.  Concentrated or increased 

runoff from the trail prism can lead to gully formation in the adjoining hillslopes where 
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concentrated flows exit the trail.  A gullied trail prism can also propagate up-drainage from trail-

drainage intersections, further concentrating flows from that drainage into the trail-way.   

All of these processes are forms of trail-related accelerated erosion.  The eroded sediments 

from the trail prism and related incision are deposited where flows lose capability to transport 

the material.  Typically, when runoff and sediment is confined to the trail prism, these areas are 

lower gradient segments or grade reversals and at larger drainage crossings 

(riparian/floodplain) areas.  Similarly, when trail prism generated runoff and sediment exit the 

trail prism, sediments are deposited where transport capability is diminished.  These areas 

typically include lower gradient hillslopes below the trail, in drainages/gullies either crossing or 

originating from the trail prism, and in areas with lower gradient (terraces, riparian areas, 

floodplains, streams, etc.). 

In addition to soil loss from the trail prism, ATV trails can have a substantial impact on 

hillslope/geomorphic processes as well as on hydrologic functions and associated riparian 

vegetation. The loss of material from the trail prism would tend to create a feedback loop where 

the trail would be incised (loss of material); incision would increase interception and overland 

flow/sediment conveyance capacity; and increased concentration of flows and water shear force 

would result in additional increases in tail prism erosion. Changes in hydrologic functions and 

associated riparian vegetation also can lead to additional soil loss as part of the feedback loop.  

Regular maintenance would temporarily reduce these impacts to some extent; however, if there 

is heavy trail use or use during periods of high soil moisture/saturation, deep ruts would be 

created and would substantially reduce effectiveness of the proposed erosion control measures. 

This would create the need for more frequent maintenance and more expensive measures such 

as hardening the trail surface, placing culverts, and excavation and rip-rapping of drainage 

channels to control erosion and sedimentation.  

The highest levels of accelerated erosion would be on the Browns Canyon portion of Segment 2 

and the lower reaches of Segment 6 between the canyon bottom and the rim where the trails 

would be steepest. Proposed mitigation measures such as placement of water bars would 

reduce routing of water down the trail, but frequent maintenance would be needed to minimize 

erosion and geomorphic changes, including collection of sediment along and in Recapture 

Creek. 

4.2.1.7.2 Sediment and Erosion Modeling 

Overall, WEPP: Road modeled sediment yield from the proposed trail segments below the rim 
of Recapture Canyon indicates that trail prism erosion could increase from 8.3 yd3/year to 
between 8.5 and 31.6 yd3/year (2.4 to 284.3 percent increase), and stream sedimentation (trail 
generated sediment yield) could increase from 2.4 to 6.7 yd3/year (179.2 percent increase) 
depending on the level of use of the trail.  The lower rates are based on a low traffic and the 
higher on high traffic conditions. High traffic is generally associated with roads that receive 
considerable traffic during much of the year and low traffic roads are roads with administrative 
or light recreational use during dry weather.  

Since a standard sized dump truck can haul about 10 yd3 of material, modeled increase in 

stream sedimentation with high traffic conditions would be the equivalent of less than one-half 

(0.43) of an additional truckload of sediment reaching the drainage/stream system each year.   

See the riparian and water resource sections for analysis of soil and sediment related impacts 

on riparian vegetation and water resources. 

4.2.1.7.3 Biological Soil Crusts 
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Biological soil and physical crusts in the analysis area have not been inventoried but are known 

to form on easily erodible soils.  These crusts stabilize the soil surface, increase water 

infiltration/storage, and soil productivity.  OHV passage through biological or physical crust can 

break down the crust structure, leaving the soil surface susceptible to accelerated wind and 

water erosion (Belnap and Gillette 1997). Biological soil crusts are very slow to re-establish 

following disturbance, especially in actively eroding soils (Belnap 1993).  This combined with the 

hydrologic effects of linear disturbance could lead to accelerated hillslope erosion, gullying, and 

loss of productive topsoil layers on portions of the proposed trail system. Disturbance of the 12-

foot wide ROW and trailheads could disturb biological soils crusts; however 9.59 miles of the 

proposed trail system, and the proposed trailheads would primarily be on previously disturbed 

sites. The proposed trailheads are located in or near existing and active gravel pits permitted to 

SCJ. About 2.08 miles of new trail construction would occur. Biological soil crusts function the 

same as groundcover in the WEPP:Road modeled levels of trail prism erosion and related 

stream sedimentation.  

4.2.1.8 Water Resources  

Roads and other linear disturbances can disrupt hydrologic and watershed processes through 

interception and concentration of flows from both uplands and drainages crossed. This can 

ultimately alter water quality, especially when there is minimal or no stream buffering capability. 

Primarily road or trail-related impacts to water quality are related to stream sedimentation and 
stream impacts at crossings.  Secondary water quality effects of sedimentation can include 
channel braiding and bar formation, destabilization of stream channel and banks, increased 
channel widths that may lead to increased temperatures and decreased levels of dissolved 
oxygen.   

Stream crossings tend to create shallow & wide stream channels at crossings, remove 
overhanging/stabilizing vegetation, both of which contribute to increased temperature and 
reduced levels of dissolved oxygen.   

Overall, this alternative is comparable to existing conditions for water resource indicators used 

to compare alternatives for water resources: 1) # of stream crossings, 2) miles of stream within 

a 50-foot buffer (floodplain) of a stream, 3) acres in or adjacent to riparian-wetland areas, and 4) 

other specific components of the alternatives that may influence the degree of impact to water 

resources. Of the 11.67 miles of proposed trails with Alternative A, 0.87 miles (7.4 percent) 

would be within a 50-foot stream buffer (0.53 miles below the rim of Recapture Canyon). This 

would be 0.14 miles greater than existing conditions.  There would be three fewer 

stream/drainage crossings and about 0.04 acres less long-term disturbance of riparian 

vegetation than with existing conditions.  An additional 0.21 acres of floodplain disturbance 

would result from the proposed trail system alignments.   

For Alternative A, modeled projections for annual trail generated sedimentation entering 

Recapture Creek and its tributaries range from 2.4 to 6.7 yd3 of sediment which is 100 to 279.2 

percent of current values or an increase of as much as 179.2 percent depending on the level of 

use of the trail.  Increased sedimentation could impact water quality through transport and 

deposition of attached nutrients, and increasing water temperatures. Changes in riparian 

vegetation related to sedimentation from trails also could lead to increases in sediment in the 

stream, turbidity of the water, level of dissolved solids, and water temperatures. 

Specific sections along numerous segments from the original proposal, (totaling 16,406 feet or 

3.10 miles) are proposed to be obliterated, stabilized, and/or revegetated. Obliterating, 



 

Environmental Assessment 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System  

95 

stabilizing, and revegetating these trail segments would reduce trail related erosion and stream 

sedimentation associated with existing conditions to at or near natural rates.  The direct and 

indirect impacts of trails on Hydrology and Soils to stream, riparian, and floodplain resources 

would be minimized as the trail-related disturbance is stabilized and rehabilitated.   

Consequently, it is anticipated that projected decreases in sediment would correspond directly 

to improvement of stream and riparian resources, with minor levels of impact as described in the 

general effects section.  

Some minor water quality reduction could occur from camping activities such as washing dishes 

and disposal of human waste near Recapture Creek. Fuel and oil could be introduced directly 

into Recapture Creek by inadvertent spills and overturned ATVs. ATVs generally carry 2 to 5 

gallons of fuel.  Spills of small quantities (up to 5 gallons) of fuel and oil would be quickly 

dispersed and would be biodegraded over a period of a few months. Additionally, during 

construction, any contaminated soils would be removed and disposed of at an approved facility. 

4.2.1.8.1 Clean Water Act Compliance 

Because the DEQ Recapture Creek 1 assessment unit is listed as Category 3 – Insufficient 

Data, Exceedances, and requires DEQ to complete further investigation to determine if the 

water is impaired, it is not known if Recapture Creek meets its designated use classes. If future 

studies show that the stream is impaired, increased stream sedimentation and associated 

impacts on the riparian zone and floodplain of Recapture Creek from the trail system would 

contribute to increases in criteria pollutants such as turbidity, TDS, and water temperature in 

Recapture Creek. If standards for criteria pollutants are exceeded, the assessment area would 

be placed on the 303d list of impaired waters. 

4.2.1.9 Wildlife Including Special Status Species 

Construction/improvement and use of the proposed trail system could result in behavioral 

and physiological responses in wildlife. These responses include reduced use of habitat, lower 

productivity, stress that can result in lower reproductive and survival rates. OHV use can 

cause damage to vegetation used as wildlife forage and cover, as well as cause noise 

disturbance.  

Noise from ATV use as well as hiking, biking, horseback riding, and other recreational activities 

would disturb wildlife throughout the 2,697-acre Project Area, particularly during high use 

periods in the spring and fall. The project area comprises 2.0 percent of the wildlife habitat in 

watershed HUC10. Most species such as mule deer, coyotes, and rabbits would habituate to 

occasional noise from ATVs and other recreational uses. If the frequency of use increases, even 

habituated animals may be stressed. Because ATVs would be restricted to the approved trail 

system, riders would not be able to follow and harass wildlife but noise from ATVs could alter 

behavior and displace some animals. Camping and overnight activities would increase the 

disturbance period for wildlife and expand the area of disturbance if campers choose to move 

away from the trail to set up camp. 

Use of vehicles as well as hikers, bikers, and horseback riders would disturb wintering deer and 

elk throughout the Project Area.  Wintering animals may habituate to the presence of motorized 

vehicles and people but would likely be displaced to locations outside the Project Area, which 

comprises about 0.2 percent of the mule deer winter range and 0.5 percent of the elk winter 

range in UDWR Herd Unit 14.The southern portions of Segments 2 and 3 (4.15 miles of trail) 

would pass through crucial mule deer winter range and ATV activity during the winter would 

displace wintering deer on about 1,910 acres which comprises approximately 9.0 percent of the 
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deer crucial winter range in watershed HUC10. Segments 1, 3, 4, and 5 (1.9 miles of trail) would 

pass through Rocky Mountain Elk crucial winter range and use of ATVs on the trails during the 

winter period would disturb and displace elk from 1,182 acres of crucial winter range which 

comprises 13.7 percent of the elk crucial winter range in watershed HUC10. However, the elk 

crucial winter range in the Project Area is already impacted by the Lem’s Draw gravel pit, the 

BBT, administrative use of Segment 1, traffic on Highway 191 as well as recreational activity at 

Recapture Reservoir. Recreational use during the period that elk could be in the area would be 

minimal. 

OHV use generally has short- and long-term adverse impacts on wildlife species, especially 

birds, in the MFO area (Reijnen and Foppen 1994; Gelbard and Belnap 2003; BLM 2008a).  

Habitat fragmentation from the proposed trail system would be minor since there are currently 

roads and trails adjacent to or within 1 to 2 miles on either side of the proposed trail system (see 

Figure 2.1), and the trail would have a 65-inch wide native surface and could easily be crossed 

by most species.   

The potential for negative impacts would depend on the frequency, intensity, location, and 

type of use (Cole and Landres 1995). The potential for impacts on nesting birds is increased 

because the highest recreational use would likely occur in April at the beginning of the 

breeding and nesting season. Use of the trail system is expected to be intermittent. Infrequent, 

unpredictable, recreation without a discernable pattern can be as or more damaging to 

some species than frequent, predictable use (USFWS 2002).  Many species of wildlife are 

more tolerant to passage of vehicles than people on foot (USFWS 1997). Activities such as 

picnicking, camping, or bird watching may occur off established trails and are likely to 

startle wildlife including nesting birds a n d  m a y  damage habitat (Knight and Gutzwiller 

1995). Impacts from ATV use would be minimized by restricting ATV travel to the designated 

trails. 

Construction/improvement of 11.67 miles of new trail and two trailheads would temporarily 

disturb up to 17.73 acres of wildlife habitat of which 10.46 acres would be above the rim of 

Recapture Canyon and 7.27 acres below the rim. Overall 0.01 percent of the habitat in 

watershed HUC10 would be directly disturbed. Minimal direct impacts to some small, less 

mobile individuals (e.g., lizards, rodents, migratory birds) would likely occur as they could be 

forced to disperse from the immediate area due to noise and human presence or may be killed 

or injured during construction activities. Large and/or more mobile wildlife, including birds, 

predators, and deer, in the area would likely be temporarily displaced from work sites into 

nearby, suitable habitat. Impacts on nesting birds would be minimized by not working on the trail 

system during the nesting season.  

With the proposed action approximately 0.71 miles of trail would pass through or be 

immediately adjacent to (or within a 10-foot buffer of) riparian habitat and 4.74 miles of trail 

would be within 100-meters (328 feet) of riparian habitat that is important to wildlife in 

Recapture Canyon.  This alternative could result in 0.87 acres of direct alteration to riparian 

habitat and potential displacement of wildlife from the 44 acres of riparian habitat in the 

bottom of Recapture Canyon in the Project Area due to noise and recreational activities. 

Short-term disturbance-related impacts would last only as long as construction/improvement 

activities are being conducted (about three weeks).  

Over the long-term, ATV use would maintain the travel surface on the entire trail system (8.43 

acres). The loss of habitat would continue for the life of the trail system, about 30 years. Habitat 
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on the disturbed but unused portions of the ROW (9.30 acres) would not be fully restored for 10 

or more years. 

4.2.1.9.1 Special Status Animal Species Including Migratory Birds and Raptors 

Short-term disturbance-related impacts would last only as long as construction activities are 

being conducted (about three weeks work over a six month period). To minimize potential 

effects to nesting raptors and other migratory birds, construction would not take place during the 

nesting season of March 1 to August 31 for raptors or May 1 through August 15 for other 

migratory birds such as the SWFL. 

Operation of ATVs and other recreational uses during nesting seasons for migratory birds and 

raptors would likely cause birds to avoid nesting in the canyon bottom (rim to rim) for the length 

of the trail system (5.0 miles) reducing the quality of nesting habitat on the approximately 643 

acres between the rims of Recapture Canyon along Segments 1 and 2 of the proposed trail 

system.  

Studies have shown that noise from vehicles results in abandonment of habitat and reduced 

nesting success for birds; but not all species are adversely affected, and some species increase 

in density adjacent to roads and trails. Noise from roads and trails is not an absolute barrier to 

breeding, particularly if alternative areas are readily available (Kaseloo 2005). However, 

activities and changes in habitat near recreation areas can cause bird species diversity to shift 

to more common and generalist species, while specialist species such as flycatchers decline.  

This alternative has the potential to alter 0.87 acres of potential suitable SWFL habitat and 
possible displacement of SWFL from 44 acres due to noise and recreational activities in the 
canyon bottom. This is 4.8 percent of the potential suitable SWFL habitat in the Recapture 
Watershed (HUC10).  

BLM has prepared a biological assessment (BA) addressing potential impacts to the MSO, 

WYBC, and SWFL (Appendix G). The BA will be submitted to the USFWS for consultation 

under Section 7 of the ESA prior to finalization of this EA. The results of consultation will be 

included in the version of this EA that accompanies the DR. Because the SWFL has been 

observed in Recapture Canyon and the canyon possesses the necessary primary constituent 

habitat elements for the SWFL and would be impacted as described above, BLM in concurrence 

with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,   has determined that the Proposed Action (Alternative 

A) as well as Alternatives B and C, may affect and likely to adversely affect the SWFL and its 

habitat.  The MSO and WYBC may be affected by the action alternatives but are not likely to 

be adversely affected because habitat evaluations conclude that the area is not suitable for 

these species and no MSO or WYBC were found during field surveys.  No other listed 

species would be affected because none are known to occur in the Project Area and the primary 

constituents of habitat are generally lacking in the affected portion of Recapture Canyon. 

4.2.1.10 Mitigation for Alternative A 

In this Alternative 0.87 acres of riparian habitat would be directly disturbed by trail construction.  

To fully mitigate the loss of habitat BLM and/or SJC would complete a 1 to 1 riparian mitigation 

requirement by completing riparian habitat improvement.  Mitigation locations would be located 

within Recapture Canyon in an area from the Recapture Dam to the San Juan River within 

Watershed HUC10.  Mitigation would include removal of Tamarisk and Russian Olive and 

planting of native willows in treated areas.  A small bull hog, chainsaws, hand tools and a crew 

of 5-7 people may be used to remove invasive exotic Tamarisk and Russian Olive trees. After 

trees are cut an approved herbicide would be used to treat the cut tree stumps to prevent 
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regrowth.  Work would be completed from September 1 through February 28. Removal of these 

invasive-exotic trees would promote the growth of native vegetation that would benefit wildlife by 

improving habitat and provide easier access to stream locations for recreationist.  

4.2.2 Alternative B 

Most impacts of the proposed trail system would be the same as with Alternative A. The only 

differences between Alternatives A and B are that with Alternative B, (1) Segment  2 would be 

realigned and lengthened by 0.15 miles (792 feet); (2) an 0.12 mile (632 feet)  portion of 

Segment 4 would be eliminated to avoid unnecessarily  paralleling of the BBT; (3) Segment 6 

would be realigned and lengthened by 0.02 miles (105 feet); and (4) the junction of Segment 6 

with Segments 1 and 2 would be about 0.09 miles (475 feet) farther to the north in the canyon 

bottom. Also, camping would not be allowed along the trails in the bottom of Recapture Canyon. 

Overall, with Alternative B there would be about 0.04 miles (222 feet) less trail and 0.06 acres 

less temporary disturbance than with Alternative A. An additional 0.02 miles (106 feet) of 

existing trail would be signed as closed, blocked and covered with slash for at least the first 100 

feet. 

4.2.2.1  Cultural Resources 

As with Alternative A, the construction of trails would affect cultural resources and could result in 

adverse effects to historic properties. Information such as datable materials and other diagnostic 

features that could provide more information about the prehistoric inhabitants of the area could 

be lost. Impacts to cultural resources would the same as with Alternative A with the exception 

that one additional NRHP eligible site would be crossed by or be immediately adjacent to the 

trail and could be directly impacted. Impacts to NRHP-eligible cultural resource sites would be 

mitigated by the actions required in the Cultural Resources PA (see Appendix A). 

As with Alternative A, 148 cultural resource sites are within the APE. Sites in both in the bottom 

of Recapture Canyon and on the mesa west of the western rim, including Moqui Island, would 

be subject to mainly incidental or unintentional damage from motorized users visiting sites out of 

curiosity, and intentional vandalism, mainly by hobby collecting of surface artifacts. However, 

there would be the potential beneficial impact of a greater number of visitors being informed on 

the historical and scientific value of cultural resources through information provided at trailheads 

(see Section 2.3.5.2) and the opportunity to view cultural sites from the western rim of 

Recapture Canyon. Potential impacts to cultural resources from recreation use would be slightly 

lower because of the elimination of camping. 

4.2.2.2  Paleontology 

As with Alternative A, Alternative B would create the potential for direct impacts to unknown 

paleontological resources because of ground disturbance during trail construction/improvement.  

Alternative B would slightly decrease the potential for impacts on paleontological resources as 

compared to Alternative A because, with the realigned segments, trails would cross about 7.85 

miles with PFYC Class 5 as compared to 7.90 miles with the Proposed Action.  However, with 

either alternative, impacts of construction/improvement would be mitigated by the presence of a 

qualified, permitted, paleontologist during construction on PFYC Class 5 areas. If fossils are 

found, they would be either collected for study or stabilized and the trail would be re-routed to 

avoid further direct impact.   

The potential for indirect impacts to fossils from theft or vandalism would be the same as with 

Alternative A. 



 

Environmental Assessment 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System  

99 

4.2.2.3  Private Residences 

Impacts of dust and noise on one private residence located along the Browns Canyon Road 

within one-quarter mile of the proposed Browns Canyon trailhead and five additional private 

residences are located within one-half mile of the proposed trailhead would be the same as with 

Alternative A. Residents would experience occasional noise and dust blowing from the trailhead 

as well as from continued County operations at the gravel pit. 

4.2.2.4 Public Safety 

Potential for ATV accidents involving gravel trucks on about a one-half mile segment of existing 

SJC Road B238 would be the same as with Alternative A.  The risk of accidents and injury 

would be greatest from June through September when the Lem’s Draw gravel pits are most 

heavily used and ATV use would be highest. SJC would reduce the risk of accidents by placing 

signs to make ATV riders aware that they may encounter large trucks on County Road B238. 

4.2.2.5 Recreation 

The impacts of Alternative B on recreation would be approximately the same as with Alternative 

A.  With Alternative B, an additional 11.63 miles of ATV trail would be added to the SJC area 

providing opportunities for both ATV and non-motorized use.  This would be 0.04 miles (211 

feet) feet less than with Alternative A. The 11.63 miles of trail opened to vehicle use with 

Alternative B would increase the miles of designated motorized roads and trails in the MFO by 

about 0.4 percent, and the miles of designated ATV trails by 69.2 percent.  

As with Alternative A there would not be a measurable decrease in non-motorized recreation in 

the MFO.  

With Alternative B there would be less opportunity for camping than with Alternative A because 

camping would not be allowed between the rims of Recapture Canyon. However, overall 

camping related recreation would likely not decline because campers could camp in the canyon 

bottom south of the Project Area, along the western rim of the canyon, and in other areas near 

Blanding. 

4.2.2.6 Riparian Vegetation, Wetland and Floodplain Resources 

The nature and, type of impacts would the same as with Alternative A but the magnitudes would 

vary. 

With Alternative B, modeled annual stream sedimentation increases from 2.4 yd3 with current 

conditions to as much as 4.8 yd3 but would be less than the 6.7 yd3 modeled for Alternative A 

(high traffic conditions).  It is anticipated that projected increases in sediment would correspond 

directly to degradation in riparian resources, but with lower levels of the types of impacts 

described for Alternative A. 

As with Alternative A, the potential for and magnitude of impacts is related to the proximity of the 

proposed trails to the riparian system. With Alternative B, 0.72 miles of trail below the rim of 

Recapture Canyon of the 11.63 miles of trails would be within or adjacent to riparian vegetation 

(within a 10-foot buffer) as compared to 0.74 miles (0.71 below the rim of Recapture Canyon 

and 0.03 above the rim) with Alternative A.  

About 5.81 miles of trail would be within a 100-meter buffer of riparian vegetation as compared 

to 5.76 miles with Alternative A. The increase (0.05 miles) would be below the rim of the 
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canyon. Potential impacts to riparian resources from recreation use would be slightly lower 

because of the elimination of camping along the canyon bottom. 

With Alternative B, there would be 13 stream/drainage crossings and 0.75 miles (0.88 acres) of 

direct disturbance to riparian and wetland areas as compared to 16 stream/drainage crossings 

and 0.91 acres of wetland disturbance with existing conditions, and 13 stream/drainage crossing 

and 0.73 miles (0.87 acres) of direct disturbance to riparian and wetland areas with Alternative 

A. There would be 1.05 acres of direct disturbance of floodplain as compared to 0.85 acres of 

floodplain disturbance with existing conditions and 1.06 acres with Alternative A. Like Alternative 

A, approximately 0.6 percent of the 150 acres of riparian/wetland system in the 18,803 acre 

hydrologic analysis area and 2.0 percent the 44 acres of riparian/wetland system in the Project 

Area would be directly impacted.  

4.2.2.7 Soils  

With Alternative B construction would disturb soils on up to 17.67 acres as compared to 17.73 

with Alternative A.  Long-term disturbance would be 10.05 acres with Alternative B, slightly less 

than the 10.16 acres with Alternative A.  The nature and types of impacts to soils would be the 

same as described for Alternative A but the amount of erosion would be less because portions 

of Segments 2 and 6 that are most susceptible to erosion would be re-routed. 

Specific sections of existing routes along or adjacent to Segments 2, 3, 4, 6, and 8 from the 

original proposal (totaling 18,121 feet or 3.43 miles) are proposed to be obliterated, stabilized, 

and/or revegetated. Obliterating, stabilizing, and revegetating these trail segments would cause 

short-term impacts on soils such as compaction, displacement and loosening them, temporarily 

making them susceptible to erosion.  These direct impacts of reclamation activities on soils 

would be localized and short-term (1-2 years) and would be minimized as the activity-related 

disturbance is stabilized and rehabilitated. Refer to Appendix E for the Erosion Control Plan for 

Trail Construction and Reclamation of Unauthorized Route Closure. 

 4.2.2.7.1  Summary of Soil Interpretations and Potential Impacts 

About 9.94 miles of trail (85 percent) are classified as moderate to severe soil rutting risk where 

due to soil conditions, ruts form readily. About 10.65 miles (92 percent) of the trails are 

classified as moderate to severe for road and trail erosion risk. This rating represents soils 

where a substantial level of erosion is expected, the trails require frequent maintenance, and 

costly erosion-control measures are needed.   Approximately 100 percent of the trail system is 

poor to moderate suitability for natural surface road.   

Because small portions of Segments 2 and 6 would be re-routed to reduce trail gradients 

(percent slope) and the un-interrupted continuity of trail grades, implementation of Alternative B 

would substantially reduce modeled levels of trail prism erosion and stream sedimentation as 

compared to Alternative A, but.as with Alternative A, frequent trail maintenance and more costly 

measures may be required to prevent accelerated erosion, especially along the Browns Canyon 

portion of Segment 2 and  the portion of Segment 6 below the rim of Recapture Canyon. 

4.2.2.7.2 Sediment and Erosion Modeling 

WEPP:Road modeled levels of trail prism erosion with low traffic conditions for trail segments 

below the rim of Recapture Canyon are reduced from 8.3 yd3/year with existing conditions and 

8.5 yd3/year with Alternative A to 4.5 yd3/year (reductions of 46 and 47 percent respectively) and 

stream sedimentation with low traffic conditions is reduced from 2.4 yd3/year with existing 

conditions and Alternative A to 1.6 yd3/year (reduction of 33 percent). 
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With Alternative B, modeled trail prism erosion increases from, under current conditions 8.3 

yd3/year, to a 17.0 yd3/year calculation for high traffic conditions.  This is a 104.8 percent 

increase. However, trail prism erosion is reduced as compared to Alternative A (31.6 with 

Alternative A to 17.0 yd3/year, a 46 percent reduction) and stream sedimentation with high traffic 

is reduced from 6.7 to 4.8 yd3/year (a 28.4 percent reduction).  

Since a standard sized dump truck can haul about 10 yd3 of material, with Alternative B, the 

modeled increase in stream sedimentation with high traffic conditions would be the equivalent of 

less than one-quarter (0.24) of a truckload of sediment reaching the drainage/stream each year 

as compared to an increase of 0.43 of a truckload each year with Alternative A.   

4.2.2.7.3 Biological Soil Crusts 

As with Alternative A, there would be the potential for disturbance of biological soil crusts with 

the construction of 2.22 miles of new routes. Disturbance of soil crusts contributes to the WEPP: 

Road modeled increases in trail-related erosion and related impacts on riparian vegetation and 

water resources. 

4.2.2.8 Water Resources  

Like Alternative A, Alternative B would be comparable to existing conditions for water resource 

indicators.  Both alternatives would have 13 stream crossings but Alternative B would result in 

0.01 more acres of long-term disturbance of riparian vegetation; 0.01 miles less trail within a 50-

foot stream buffer (above the canyon rim); and 0.20 more acres of floodplain disturbance.  

Because small portions of Segments 2 and 6 would be re-routed to reduce trail gradients 

(percent slope) and the un-interrupted continuity of trail grades, and existing steep sections 

would be signed as closed, blocked, re-contoured, revegetated or covered with slash, 

implementation of Alternative B would reduce modeled levels of stream sedimentation as 

compared to existing conditions and Alternative A. The WEPP:Road modeled low traffic level of 

stream sedimentation is reduced from 2.4 yd3/year to 1.6 yd3/year (reduction of 33.3 percent) as 

compared to existing conditions and Alternative A.  Stream sedimentation with high levels of 

traffic is reduced from 6.7 yd3//year with Alternative A to 4.8 yd3/year (a 28.4 percent reduction).  

However, as compared to existing conditions, stream sedimentation with high traffic conditions 

could increase from 2.4 to 4.8 yd3/year; a 100.0 percent increase.  

As described for Alternative A, any increases in stream sedimentation would correspond directly 

to degradation of stream resources and water quality. Over the long-term, if use of the trail 

remains low, rerouting steep areas of Segments 2 and 6 and stabilizing the undesignated 

portions of the trails could result in an improvement of water quality. Potential impacts to water 

quality from recreation use would be slightly lower because of the elimination of camping along 

the canyon bottom. 

Specific sections along numerous segments identified in the original proposal, (totaling 18,121 

feet or 3.43 miles), are proposed to be obliterated, stabilized, and/or revegetated. Obliterating, 

stabilizing, and revegetating these trail segments would reduce trail related erosion and stream 

sedimentation associated with existing conditions to at or near natural rates.  The direct and 

indirect impacts of trails on Hydrology and Soils to stream, riparian, and floodplain resources 

would be minimized as the trail-related disturbance is stabilized and rehabilitated.   

Consequently, it is anticipated that projected decreases in sediment would correspond directly 

to improvement of stream and riparian resources, with minor levels of impact as described in the 

general effects section.   As with Alternative A, there would be a slight potential for fuel spills 
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from construction equipment and ATVs to temporarily degrade water quality in Recapture 

Creek. 

4.2.2.8.1 Clean Water Act Compliance 

Because the DEQ Recapture Creek 1 assessment unit is listed as Category 3 – Insufficient 

Data, Exceedances, and requires DEQ to complete further investigation to determine if the 

water is impaired, it is not known if Recapture Creek meets its designated use classes. If future 

studies show that the stream is impaired, increased stream sedimentation and associated 

impacts on the riparian zone and floodplain of Recapture Creek from the trail system would 

contribute to increases in criteria pollutants such as turbidity, TDS, and water temperature in 

Recapture Creek. If standards for criteria pollutants are exceeded, the assessment area would 

be placed on the 303d list of impaired waters. 

Because Alternative B would substantially reduce modeled levels of stream sedimentation as 

compared to Alternative A, the contribution of the proposed trail system to exceedance of 

standards would be less than with Alternative A. 

4.2.2.9 Wildlife Including Special Status Species  

Overall, the impacts on wildlife would be the about the same as with Alternative A. ATV use and 

other recreational activities including hiking, biking, and horseback riding would disturb and 

displace wildlife. With Alternative B any potential disturbance or harassment impacts from 

camping between the rims of Recapture Canyon would be avoided by prohibiting camping in 

that area. As with Alternative A, most species such as mule deer, coyotes, and rabbits would 

habituate to occasional noise from ATVs and other recreational uses but if use increases, even 

habituated animals may be stressed. 

4.2.2.9.1 Special Status Animal Species Including Migratory Birds and Raptors 

Impacts of vehicle noise on important riparian and nesting habitat along the 5.01 miles of 

Segments 1 and 2 in Recapture and Browns Canyons would occur as with Alternative A and the 

SWFL would likely be adversely affected. 

4.2.2.10 Mitigation for Alternative B 

In this Alternative 0.88 acres of riparian habitat would be directly disturbed by trail construction.  

To fully mitigate the loss of habitat BLM and/or SJC would complete a 1 to 1 riparian mitigation 

requirement by completing riparian habitat improvement.  Mitigation locations would be located 

within Recapture Canyon in areas from the Recapture Dam to the San Juan River within 

Watershed HUC10.  Mitigation would include removal of Tamarisk and Russian Olive and 

planting of native willows in treated areas.  A small bull hog, chainsaws, hand tools and a crew 

of 5-7 people may be used to remove invasive exotic Tamarisk and Russian Olive trees. After 

trees are cut an approved herbicide would be used to treat the cut tree stumps to prevent 

regrowth.  Work would be completed from September 1 through February 28. Removal of these 

invasive-exotic trees would promote the growth of native vegetation that would benefit wildlife by 

improving habitat and provide easier access to stream locations for recreationalist. 

  

4.2.3 Alternative C 

Alternative C (Figure 2.3) would differ from Alternatives A and B in that with Alternative C the 

trail system would be designed to provide for mixed uses rather than a trail system intended 
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primarily for ATV use. The BLM would not issue a ROW to SJC and would assume 

responsibility for funding, constructing, monitoring, and law enforcement for the proposed trail 

system. BLM also would be responsible for carrying out the provisions of the Cultural Resource 

PA. 

To provide a mixed use trail system, four additional segments (1.96 miles) would be added. 

Segment 1 would be lengthened by 0.43 miles, and Segment 3 would be shortened by 0.27 

miles. This would bring the total number of segments to 10 and the total number of miles of trail 

to 13.75 as compared 11.67 with Alternative A and 11.63 with Alternative B.  With this 

alternative, 2.76 miles of trail (Segments 1, 5, and 8, Figure 2.3) would be designated for full- 

sized vehicles, and 4.65 miles (Segment 2 in the bottom of Recapture Canyon and Segment 9 

[the Moqui Island Loop]) would be reserved for non-motorized use.  Hiking, horseback riding, 

and biking would be allowed on Segment 2 (3.95 miles) but horseback riding and biking would 

not be allowed on Segment 9 (0.70 miles). About 6.34 miles (Segments 3 through 7 and 10) 

would be designated for motorized use by ATVs up to 65-inches wide and motorcycles.  

Cultural sites at Moqui Island would be stabilized and interpreted, and a 0.38-acre canyon 

bottom trailhead would be added to the system to provide a parking area to facilitate non-

motorized access to the non-motorized trail in the canyon. Additionally, the Browns Canyon 

trailhead would be moved about 0.25 miles farther east than with Alternatives A and B. 

Approximately 720 feet or 0.14 miles of the access trail from the trailhead to the rim of the 

canyon would be new construction.  

As with Alternative B, Alternative C would differ from Alternative A by realigning portions of 

Segments 2, 4, and 6 (Alternative B alignment) and not allowing camping between the rims of 

the canyon along Segments 1, 2, and 6. 

Impacts are as described for Alternative A with the following differences. 

4.2.3.1  Cultural Resources 

Construction/improvement of 13.75 miles of trails would affect cultural resource sites and result 

in the loss of information such as datable materials and other diagnostic features that could 

provide more information about the prehistoric inhabitants of the area. However, with Alternative 

C, Segment 2 (3.95 miles) would be constructed and improved for non-motorized use. 

Motorized use of the trail system would be mainly outside of the bottom of Recapture Canyon 

where the density of cultural resource sites is less than in the canyon bottom.  

Prohibiting use of motorized vehicles on Segment 2 of the proposed ATV trail system would 

maintain the present setting of about 3.95 more miles of Recapture Canyon than Alternatives A 

and B, but intermittent noise from ATVs could still increase with the use of pullouts along the 

canyon rim associated with Segment 3. 

With the exception of 1.55 miles of Segment 1 (the existing road that provides access to the 

WCD pipeline and is used by BLM for administrative purposes), and the lower portion of 

Segment 6, there would be no motorized use in Recapture Canyon. The construction of a 0.38-

acre trailhead at the junction of Segments 1, 2, and 6 would not disturb any inventoried cultural 

sites but would likely result in an increase of vehicle use on Segment 1 and part of Segment 6, 

as well as non-motorized use on Segment 2. The potential for looting, vandalism, and the illegal 

collection of cultural resources and artifacts in the Project Area by ATV users would be reduced 

as compared to Alternatives A and B because with Alternative C, the motorized portion of the 

trail system would be in areas with reduced site density. However, the potential for such impacts 
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from increased levels of non-motorized recreation would increase as compared to present levels 

of visitation.  

Even though ATV use would be prohibited on Segments 2 and 9, Alternative C could have both 

direct and indirect “adverse effects” on historic properties within the APE. With Alternative C, 33 

sites (28 eligible for the NRHP) would be crossed by or be immediately adjacent to the trails and 

could be directly impacted by trail construction and use as compared to 31 sites (26 eligible) 

with Alternative A and 32 sites (27 eligible) with Alternative B. As with Alternatives A and B, 

direct and indirect impacts to cultural resource sites would be mitigated by padding sites with 

soil and the actions required in the Cultural Resources PA (see Appendix A).  If monitoring 

shows that sample sites are being damaged, use of the trail system would be controlled or 

reduced to avoid unacceptable impacts.   

As with Alternatives A and B, there would be the potential beneficial impact of a greater number 

of visitors being informed on the historical and scientific value of cultural resources through 

information provided at trailheads (see Section 2.3.5.2) and the opportunity to view cultural sites 

from the western rim of Recapture Canyon and through non-motorized access on Segments 2 

and 9.  However, ATV users would have a reduced opportunity for accessing and experiencing 

cultural resources as compared to Alternatives A and B. 

Construction of a hiking trail around Moqui Island, along with stabilization and interpretation of 

sites (after completion of a CRPP), and providing for access to the hiking trail by full-sized 

vehicles and ATVs would partially mitigate the loss of motorized access to cultural sites along 

Segment 2. At Moqui Island, the integrity of sites would be better preserved than with 

Alternatives A and B where the sites would continue to be randomly accessed by the public 

without interpretation and stabilization. 

4.2.3.2  Paleontology 

As with Alternatives A and B, Alternative C would create the potential for direct impacts to 

unknown paleontological resources because of ground disturbance during trail 

construction/improvement.  However, the potential for disturbing fossils would be greater with 

Alternative C than with Alternatives A and B because with Alternative C access with full-sized 

vehicles would increase the potential for removal of fossils and overall disturbance would 

increase to 18.74 acres as compared to 17.73 acres with Alternative A and 17.67 acres with 

Alternative B.  About 8.50 miles of trail would cross PFYC Class 5 areas as compared to 7.90 

miles with Alternative A and 7.85 miles with Alternative B. 

As with any of the action alternatives, impacts of construction/improvement would be mitigated 

by the presence of a qualified, permitted paleontologist during construction on PFYC Class 5 

areas. If fossils are found, they would either be collected for study or stabilized and the trail 

would be re-routed to avoid further direct impact.   

As with Alternatives A and B there would be the potential for indirect impacts to fossils from theft 

or vandalism. However, as with Alternatives A and B, impacts from vandalism and illegal 

collection would be mitigated through monitoring of unauthorized surface disturbance, and if 

necessary, adjustments to trail management would be made to protect paleontological 

resources. 

4.2.3.3  Private Residences 

Impacts of dust and noise on one private residence located along the Browns Canyon Road 

would be less than with Alternatives A and B because the Browns Canyon Trailhead would be 
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moved about one-quarter mile farther from the residence. Occasional County operations at the 

Browns Canyon gravel pit would continue to create dust and noise near this and five other 

residences within one-half mile. 

4.2.3.4  Public Safety 

Alternative C would substantially reduce the potential for ATV accidents involving gravel trucks 

on about one-half mile of existing SJC Road B238 as compared to Alternatives A and B. This is 

because a new ATV route (Segment 7) would be designated and constructed to provide access 

to Segment 5 of the trail system without the need for ATVs to travel through the blind curve on 

SJC Road B238.  

4.2.3.5  Recreation 

The 9.10 miles of motorized trail that would be designated with Alternative C would add 0.3 

percent to the 2,822 miles of currently designated motorized roads and trails in the MFO as 

compared to 0.4 percent with Alternatives A and B. The number of miles of designated ATV 

trails in the MFO would increase from 16.8 to 25.90, a 54.2 percent increase as compared to 

about a 69.5 percent increase with Alternatives A and B. This alternative provides for a mix of 

motorized and non-motorized uses. Opportunities would exist for seniors and physically-

challenged individuals to travel along over a mile of the canyon bottom without conflicts from 

motorized vehicles. 

As with Alternatives A and B, temporary increases in noise and dust generated from trail 

construction would reduce the quality of the recreation experience for recreationists during the 

construction period. Construction impacts on recreationists along Segment 1 (1.55 miles) in the 

bottom of Recapture Canyon and Segments 5 and 8 on the western rim of the canyon would be 

greater than with Alternatives A and B because Segment 8 is not included in Alternatives A and 

B and a 14-foot wide travel surface would be constructed/improved to accommodate full-sized 

vehicles as compared to a 65-inch wide travel surface with Alternatives A and B.  Additionally, 

the time required for construction/improvement would be extended by four or more weeks.  

However, with Alternative C, the impacts of trail construction/improvement along Segment 2 

(3.95 miles) in the bottom of Recapture Canyon would be reduced as compared to Alternatives 

A and B because an 18-inch wide trail surface rather than a 65-inch trail surface would be 

constructed/improved with hand tools rather than a trail cat.   

Following construction/improvement, the proposed trail system would likely increase motorized 

use on trails directly accessible from Blanding, resulting in long-term increases in use of the 

area’s trail network and a potential shift toward a middle or front country social setting along the 

western rim of Recapture Canyon. Potential increases in ATV use would likely be less with 

Alternative C than with Alternatives A and B because ATV users would have the opportunity for 

a canyon bottom experience on 1.55 miles of trail along with full-sized vehicles, as opposed to 

5.0 miles without full-sized vehicles with Alternatives A and B.  However, the addition of 2.76 

miles of designated full-sized vehicle routes (Segments 1, 5, and 8) and the Canyon Bottom 

Trailhead to accommodate non-motorized use of Segment 2 and motorized access to Segment 

6 could lead to an overall increase in both motorized (ATVs plus full-sized vehicles) and non-

motorized use as compared to Alternatives A and B.  

Like Alternative B, camping would be prohibited within the rims of the canyon along Segments 

1, 2, and part of Segment 6, and those who desire a camping experience in the bottom of the 
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canyon associated with either motorized or non-motorized use would be displaced to other 

areas. 

Alternative C would result in fewer user conflicts and less displacement of non-motorized users 

than Alternatives A and B because a 0.70-mile loop trail for hiking around Moqui Island 

(Segment 9) as well as Segment 2 (3.95 miles) in the bottom of Recapture Canyon would be 

designated specifically for non-motorized use. About 6.27 miles of Recapture Canyon between 

the end of Segment 1 and the crossing of County Road 206 as well as the remaining 35.13 

miles of the canyon and non-maintained trails in almost every canyon in the MFO would remain 

available for non-motorized use without motorized travel with the exception of existing road and 

highway crossings.  Non-motorized users also would have opportunities for travel on 37 trails in 

the MFO area designated by BLM for foot travel without motorized use, as well as all routes 

open to motorized uses and on surrounding lands managed by the USFS, NPS, and State of 

Utah. 

Alternative C would add 9.1 miles of motorized trail to the SJC area and would provide 

opportunities for use by both ATVs and full-sized vehicles. It would meet primary management 

priorities of OHV users of protecting natural resources, providing new trails, emphasizing 

information and education on natural resources for OHV recreationists (Reiter and Blahna 

1998), and provide loop opportunities but would reduce the opportunity for a canyon bottom 

motorized recreation experience as compared to Alternatives A and B.  With Alternative C the 

newly designated trails with loop opportunities would largely be outside of Recapture Canyon 

since motorized use in the bottom of Recapture Canyon would be allowed only on the 1.55 

miles of Segment 1. This would be 3.95 miles less canyon bottom ATV trail than with 

Alternatives A and B. However, part of the design of this alternative is to allow individuals who 

are physically challenged to access the canyon via full sized vehicles and then to restrict 

motorized south of the Canyon Bottom Trailhead to reduce motorized/non-motorized conflicts.  

Visitors will have an additional opportunity to walk along the relatively smooth Maintenance road 

for another mile down the canyon to observe the canyon environment and cultural resources. 

Alternative C would reduce user conflicts by providing a mixed use trail system and prohibiting 

motorized use on Segments 2 and 9. However, user conflicts would continue because 

motorized and non-motorized users would encounter each other on Segments 1, 3 through 8 

and 10.   

4.2.3.6  Riparian Vegetation, Wetland and Floodplain Resources 

The nature and, type of impacts would the same as with Alternatives A and B but the 

magnitudes would vary. 

As with Alternatives A and B, the combination of concentrated flows, exposure of erosive soils in 

the road prism, road/trail surface rutting, and stream/drainage crossings could lead to increases 

in erosion and stream sedimentation that would impact riparian areas, but the magnitude of the 

impacts would be less than with Alternatives A and B because Segment 2 of the trail system 

would not be constructed/improved for or used by motorized vehicles. 

With Alternative C, modeled annual stream sedimentation with low traffic conditions is 2.0 yd3 

which is less than the 2.4 yd3/year with both current conditions and Alternative A. However, it is 

greater than the 1.6 yd3 modeled for low traffic conditions with Alternative B because Segment 1 

and the canyon bottom trailhead would be utilized by full-sized vehicles. 
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The modeled level of annual stream sedimentation with high traffic conditions is 4.3 yd3. This is 

greater than the 2.4 yd3 modeled for current conditions but is less the 6.7 yd3 with Alternative A 

and the 4.8 yd3 modeled for Alternative B.  It is anticipated that projected decreases in sediment 

would, over time, correspond directly to improvement in riparian resources as compared to 

Alternatives A and B.  

As with Alternatives A and B, the potential for and magnitude of impacts is related to the 

proximity of the proposed trails to the riparian system. With  Alternative C, 0.73 miles of trail 

below the rim of Recapture Canyon would be within or adjacent to riparian vegetation (within a 

10-foot buffer) as compared to 0.71 miles with Alternative A and 0.72 with Alternative B.  

About 5.94 miles of trail would be within a 100-meter buffer of riparian vegetation as compared 

to 6.09 miles with existing conditions, 5.76 miles with Alternative A, and 5.81 miles with 

Alternative B.  As with Alternative B, the increase would mainly be above the rim of the canyon.   

The level of impacts within the 10 foot and 100 foot buffers would be substantially less along 

Segment 2 because there would only be an 18 inch non-motorized trail rather than a 65 inch 

motorized trail. 

With Alternative C, there would be 13 stream/drainage crossings and 0.78 miles (0.67 acres of 

direct disturbance to riparian and wetland areas as compared to 13 stream/drainage crossings 

and 0.91 acres of wetland disturbance with existing conditions, 0.73 miles (0.87 acres) of direct 

disturbance to riparian and wetland areas with Alternative A and 13 stream/drainage crossings 

and 0.75 miles (0.88 acres) with Alternative B. 

There would be 0.34 miles (0.85 acres) of direct floodplain disturbance (about the same as 

existing conditions) as compared to 0.86 miles (1.06 acres) with Alternative A and 0.75 miles 

(1.05 acres) with Alternative B.  Approximately 0.45 percent of the riparian vegetation in the 

18,803 acre analysis area or 1.5 percent the 44 acres of riparian/wetland system in the Project 

Area would be directly impacted. 

4.2.3.7  Soils 

With Alternative C, soils would be disturbed during construction/improvement on 18.74 acres as 

compared to 17.73 with Alternative A and 17.67 with Alternative B.  Over the long-term, the 

disturbed travel surfaces would total about 12.0 acres as compared to 10.16 with Alternative A 

and 10.05 with Alternative B. However, there would be more disturbance above the rim of the 

canyon, and less below the rim because there would be more segments above the rim, and 

Segment 2 below the rim would have an 18-inch wide travel surface rather than a 65-inch 

surface and would not be used by ATVs.  

Specific sections of existing routes along or adjacent to Segments 2, 3, 4, 6, and 10, from the 

original proposal (totaling 16,214 feet or 3.07 miles) are proposed to be obliterated, stabilized, 

and/or revegetated. Obliterating, stabilizing, and revegetating these trail segments would cause 

short-term impacts on soils such as compaction, displacement and loosening them, temporarily 

making them susceptible to erosion.  These direct impacts of reclamation activities on soils 

would be localized and short-term (1-2 years) and would be minimized as the activity-related 

disturbance is stabilized and rehabilitated.  Refer to Appendix E for the Erosion Control Plan for 

Trail Construction and Reclamation of Unauthorized Route Closure. 

4.2.3.7.1 Summary of Soil Interpretations and Potential Impacts 

With Alternative C, about 12.0 miles of trail (87 percent) are classified as moderate to severe 

soil rutting risk where due to soil conditions, ruts form readily. About 12.76 miles (93 percent) of 
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the trails are classified as moderate to severe for road and trail erosion hazard. This rating 

represents soils where a substantial level of erosion is expected, the trails require frequent 

maintenance, and costly erosion-control measures are needed.   As with Alternatives A and B, 

approximately 100 percent of the trail system is poor to moderate suitability for natural surface 

roads.   

The nature and types of impacts to soils would be the same as described for Alternatives A and 

B but the magnitude of the impacts would be substantially less because ATVs would not be 

allowed on Segment 2 and the segments of existing trails that are not included in the trail 

system would be signed as closed, blocked and stabilized between the south end of the Water 

Conservancy pipeline maintenance road and the rim near the Brown’s Canyon Trailhead.  As 

with Alternative B, there would be substantial reductions in stream sedimentation as compared 

to Alternative A, because sections of Segments 2 and 6 would be re-routed to reduce trail 

gradients (percent slope) and the un-interrupted continuity of trail grades.  

The need for frequent trail maintenance and more costly measures to prevent accelerated 

erosion would be less than with Alternatives A or B because ATVs would not impact Segment 2 

of the trail system.  

4.2.3.7.2 Sediment and Erosion Modeling 

With Alternative C, WEPP:Road modeled levels of trail prism erosion for trail segments below 

the rim of Recapture Canyon with low traffic conditions are 5.0 yd3/year as compared to 8.3 

yd3/year with existing conditions, 8.5 yd3/year with Alternative A, and 4.5 yd3/year with 

Alternative B. Trail prism erosion for these segments with high traffic conditions would be 13.6 

yd3/year as compared 31.6  yd3/year with Alternative A and 17.0 yd3/year with Alternative B.   

With Alternative C, the modeled levels of stream sedimentation for trail segments below the rim 

of Recapture Canyon with low traffic is 2.0 yd3/year as compared to 2.4 yd3/year with existing 

conditions and Alternative A and 1.6 yd3/year with Alternative B.  With high traffic conditions, 

stream sedimentation for these segments with Alternative C is modeled at 4.3 yd3 /year as 

compared to 6.7 yd3/year with Alternative A and 4.8 yd3/year with Alternative B.   

Since a standard sized dump truck can haul about 10 yd3 of material, with Alternative C the 

modeled increase in stream sedimentation with high traffic conditions would be the equivalent of 

an additional 0.29 of a truckload of sediment reaching the drainage/stream each year as 

compared to existing conditions. Less than one truckload of additional annual trail related 

stream sedimentation would result from Alternatives A, B or C. These sediments would be 

unevenly distributed over approximately five miles of stream. 

4.2.3.7.3 Biological Soil Crusts 

As with Alternatives A and B, the potentially impacted soils are capable of supporting biological 

soil crusts. The potential for impact would be reduced by the presence of existing trail surface 

along all but 2.22 miles of the 13.75 mile trail system and location of two of the three trailheads 

in or near existing and active gravel pits permitted to SJC. Disturbance of soil crusts contributes 

to the WEPP:Road  modeled increases in trail-related erosion and related impacts on riparian 

vegetation and water resources. 

4.2.3.8 Water Resources  

Like Alternatives A and B, the water resource indicators for Alternative C would be comparable 

to existing conditions. As with Alternatives A and B there would be 13 stream/drainage 

crossings as compared to 16 with existing conditions. However, with Alternative C, 10 of the 13 
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crossings would be on non-motorized trail along Segment 2.  Floodplain disturbance would be 

0.85 acres as compared to 0.85 acres with current conditions,1.06 acres with Alternative A, and 

1.05 acres with Alternative B.   

As with Alternative B, there would be reductions in sedimentation as compared to Alternative A, 

because sections of Segments 2 and 6 would be re-routed to reduce trail gradients (percent 

slope) and uninterrupted continuity of trail grades, and the replaced sections of trail on steep 

slopes would be signed as closed and stabilized. In addition with Alternative C, the width of the 

trail prism on Segment 2 would be reduced and would not be used by ATVs.  

As compared to existing conditions and Alternative A, the WEPP:Road low traffic modeled level 

of stream sedimentation for trail segments below the rim of Recapture Canyon is reduced from 

2.4 yd3/year to 2.0 yd3/year (a reduction of16.7 percent). Stream sedimentation with high levels 

of traffic is reduced from 6.7 yd3/year with Alternative A to 4.3 yd3/year (a 20.9 percent 

reduction). As compared to Alternative B, the modeled level of stream sedimentation with high 

levels of traffic is reduced from 4.8 yd3/year to 4.3 yd3/year (a 10.4 percent reduction).  

As described for Alternatives A and B, any increases in stream sedimentation would correspond 

directly to degradation of stream resources and water quality.  

Specific sections along numerous segments from the original proposal, totaling (approximately 

16,214 feet or3.07 miles, are proposed to be obliterated, stabilized, and/or revegetated. 

Obliterating, stabilizing, and revegetating these trail segments would reduce trail related erosion 

and stream sedimentation associated with existing conditions to at or near natural rates.  

Additionally activities to narrow the trail in Segment 2 from its existing “two-track” condition to a 

single trail for hiking and horseback use would include providing drainage and raking, placing 

brush and limbs, and reseeding one side of the route. This would occur on approximately 7,220 

feet or 1.37 miles. The direct and indirect impacts of trails on Hydrology and Soils to stream, 

riparian, and floodplain resources would be minimized as the trail-related disturbance is 

stabilized and rehabilitated. Consequently, it is anticipated that projected decreases in sediment 

would correspond directly to improvement of stream and riparian resources, with minor levels of 

impact as described in the general effects section. 

As with Alternatives A and B, there is a potential for accidental fuel spills to degrade water 

quality in Recapture Creek.  The potential for accidental spills to degrade water quality would be 

less with Alternative C than with Alternatives A and B because there would be fewer miles of 

motorized trail in the canyon bottom near Recapture Creek. 

4.2.3.8.1  Clean Water Act Compliance 

Because the DEQ Recapture Creek 1 assessment unit is listed as Category 3 – Insufficient 

Data, Exceedances, and requires DEQ to complete further investigation to determine if the 

water is impaired, it is not known if Recapture Creek meets its designated use classes. If future 

studies show that the stream is impaired, stream sedimentation and associated impacts on the 

riparian zone and floodplain of Recapture Creek from the trail system would contribute to 

increases in criteria pollutants such as turbidity, TDS, and water temperature in Recapture 

Creek. If standards for criteria pollutants are exceeded, the assessment area would be placed 

on the 303d list of impaired waters. 

Because Alternative C would reduce modeled levels of stream sedimentation with high traffic 

conditions as compared to Alternatives A and B, the contribution of the proposed trail system to 

exceedance of standards would be less than with Alternatives A or B. 
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4.2.3.9 Wildlife Including Special Status Species  

With Alternative C, construction/improvement of approximately 13.75 miles of trail would disturb 

18.74 acres of wildlife habitat as compared to 17.73 acres with Alternative A and 17.67 acres 

with Alternative B.  The canyon bottom that includes riparian areas, cliff faces, and more dense 

vegetation, and is inhabited by more species than the upland areas, would be more protected 

by this alternative than with Alternatives A and B because Segment 2 would not be used by 

motorized vehicles. 

The southern portion of Segment 3 and Segment 10 (1.68 total miles of trail) would pass 

through mule deer crucial winter range where ATV activity during the winter would displace 

wintering deer on about 500 acres of crucial winter range above the rim of Recapture Canyon. 

Approximately 2.4 percent of the deer crucial winter range in watershed HUC10 would be 

affected by ATV noise and activity as compared to 9.0 percent with Alternatives A and B.  

Motorized vehicles would be used on Segments 1, 3, 4 5, 6, 7and 8  (3.16 total miles of trail) 

that would pass through Rocky Mountain Elk crucial winter range. As with Alternatives A and B, 

this would disturb and displace elk from 1,182 acres of crucial winter range which comprises 

13.7 percent of the crucial elk winter range in watershed HUC10. Although the number of miles 

of motorized trail in crucial elk winter range with Alternative C would be more than with 

Alternatives A and B (3.16 miles as compared to. 1.9 miles), the acres of crucial elk winter 

range affected by ATV activity would be the approximately the same because the trail segments 

in elk crucial winter range on the mesa west of Recapture Canyon would be in close proximity to 

each other. 

As with Alternatives A and B, most species such as mule deer, coyotes, and rabbits would 

habituate to occasional noise from ATVs and other recreational activities.  However, if the 

frequency of recreational activities including ATV use increases, even habituated animals may 

be stressed. Because ATVs would be restricted to the approved trail system, and there would 

be less motorized use in the bottom of Recapture Canyon, wildlife would be less impacted by 

ATV use than with Alternatives A and B.  However, with Alternative C, construction and use of 

the 0.38-acre Canyon Bottom Trailhead at the junction of Segments 1, 2, and 6 could lead 

higher levels of non-motorized recreation and human presence in the canyon bottom than with 

Alternatives A and B. Vehicles would be parked in the canyon and there would be an increase in 

noise from staging by both motorized and non-motorized visitors. Increased non-motorized 

recreational use (bicycling, hiking, and horseback riding) on Segment 2 would still lead to 

unintentional or intentional (i.e., harassment) disturbance of wildlife.  Unintentional disturbance 

could come from visitors attempting to interact with wildlife through activities such as 

photography, wildlife observation or from people hiking through habitat.  

4.2.3.9.1 Special Status Animal Species Including Migratory Birds and Raptors 

As with Alternatives A and B, operation of ATVs and other recreational activities during nesting 

seasons for migratory birds would likely cause birds to avoid nesting adjacent to the trails. With 

Alternative C, motorized vehicles would be operated on 9.10 miles of trails as compared to 

11.67 miles with Alternative A and 11.63 with Alternative B.  The impacts of vehicle noise on 

important riparian and nesting habitat in the bottom of Recapture Canyon would be less with 

Alternative C because impacts of ATV use would be avoided along the 3.95 miles of Segment 2 

where riparian habitat is located. 

As with Alternatives A and B, SWFL may be impacted with Alternative C. This alternative has 
the potential to impact0.67 acres of potentially suitable SWFL habitat and possible 
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displacement of SWFL from 44 acres due to noise and recreational activities in the canyon 
bottom. This is 4.8 percent of the potentially suitable SWFL habitat in the Recapture 
Watershed (HUC10).  

 SWFL may be impacted because vehicles would still be operated in the canyon bottom along 

Segment 1, the Canyon Bottom Trailhead would be constructed and used, and non-motorized 

recreation in the canyon could increase. 

4.2.3.10 Mitigation for Alternative C 

In this Alternative 0.67 acres of riparian habitat would be directly disturbed by trail construction.  

To fully mitigate the loss of habitat BLM would complete a 1 to 1 riparian mitigation requirement 

by completing riparian habitat improvement.  Mitigation locations would include Recapture 

Canyon in areas from the Recapture Dam to the San Juan River within Watershed HUC10.  

Mitigation would include removal of Tamarisk and Russian Olive and planting of native willows 

in treated areas.  A small bull hog, chainsaws, hand tools and a crew of 5-7 people may be used 

to remove invasive exotic Tamarisk and Russian Olive trees. After trees are cut an approved 

herbicide would be used to treat the cut tree stumps to prevent regrowth.  Work would be 

completed from September 1 through February 28. Removal of these invasive-exotic trees 

would promote the growth of native vegetation that would benefit wildlife by improving habitat 

and provide easier access to stream locations for recreationalist.   

4.2.4 Alternative D 

The alignment and length of seven trail segments and other actions included in Alternative D 

(Figure 2.4) would be the same as with Alternative C. Alternative D differs from Alternative C in 

that the existing trail on Segments 1, 2 and 6 would not be realigned, reconstructed, or added to 

the MFO TMP; Segments 2 and 6 (4.53 miles of trail) would be stabilized; the Canyon Bottom 

Trailhead would not be constructed, and bicycles would not be allowed on these Segments. 

Camping would not be allowed in the cultural resource APE, including the portion of the APE 

above the rim of Recapture Canyon. The access trail from the trailhead to the rim of the canyon 

would be realigned slightly different from Alternative C to avoid sensitive resources new 

construction. Approximately 720 feet or 0.14 miles of the access trail (Segment 10) would be 

new construction.  

Impacts are as described for Alternative A with the following differences. 

4.2.4.1  Cultural Resources 

With Alternative D, there would be no construction or motorized use of the trail system below 

rim or in the bottom of Recapture Canyon. The trail system would be outside of the bottom of 

the canyon where the density of cultural resource sites is less. Prohibiting use of public OHV 

use on Segments 1, 2 and 6 would maintain the present setting of Recapture Canyon, but 

intermittent noise from ATVs could still increase with the use of pullouts along the canyon rim 

associated with Segment 3.   

Because the Canyon Bottom Trailhead would not be constructed and Segments 1, 2 and 6 

would not be designated, signed, or recognized as a non-motorized trail under the MFO TMP, 

non-motorized use on the existing trail along these segments also would likely be less than with 

Alternatives A, B, or C.  
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Because the potential for visitation to the canyon would be less, the potential for looting, 

vandalism, and the illegal collection of cultural resources and artifacts in the Project Area would 

be  less than with Alternatives A, B, and C.  

Even though public OHV use would be prohibited on Segments 1, 2, 6 and 9, Alternative D 

could have both direct and indirect “adverse effects” on historic properties within the APE.  

With Alternative D, 18 cultural resource sites (14 eligible for the NRHP) would be crossed by or 

be immediately adjacent to trails and could be directly impacted by trail construction and use as 

compared to 31 sites (26 eligible) with Alternative A, 32 sites (27 eligible) with Alternative B, and  

33 sites (28 eligible) with Alternative C. As with the other action alternatives, direct and indirect 

impacts to cultural resource sites would be mitigated by padding sites with soil and the actions 

required in the Cultural Resources PA (see Appendix A).  If monitoring shows that sample sites 

are being damaged, use of the trail system would be controlled or reduced to avoid 

unacceptable impacts.   

As with the other action alternatives, there would be the potential beneficial impact of a greater 

number of visitors being informed on the historical and scientific value of cultural resources 

through information provided at trailheads (see Section 2.3.5.2) and the opportunity to view 

cultural sites from the western rim of Recapture Canyon. However, ATV users would have a 

reduced opportunity for viewing and experiencing cultural resource sites as compared to 

Alternatives A, B, and C and there would be less signing and information regarding Segments 1, 

2 and 6 than with the other action alternatives. 

The decrease in opportunities for motorized viewing of cultural sites along Segments 1, 2 and 6 

would be partially mitigated by the construction of a loop trail for hiking around Moqui Island, 

along with stabilization and interpretation of cultural sites and providing for access to the trail by 

full-sized vehicles and ATVs.  As with Alternative C, the information contained at Moqui Island 

would be better preserved than with Alternatives A and B where the associated  sites would 

continue to be randomly accessed by the public without interpretation, monitoring, and 

stabilization. 

4.2.4.2  Paleontology 

Like the other action alternatives, Alternative D would create the potential for direct impacts to 

unknown paleontological resources because of ground disturbance during trail 

construction/improvement particularly in PFYC Class 5 areas. With Alternative D the 

constructed trail system would pass through 2.93 miles of PFYC 5 areas as compared to 7.9 

miles with Alternative A, 7.85 miles with Alternative B, and 8.50 miles with Alternative C.  

The potential for disturbing fossils would be approximately the same as with Alternative C 

because four new segments including two larger trails capable of accommodating full-sized 

vehicles would be constructed/improved.  As with the other action alternatives, impacts of 

construction/improvement would be mitigated by the presence of a qualified, permitted 

paleontologist during construction/improvement on PFYC Class 5 areas. If fossils are found, 

they would be either collected for study or stabilized and the trail would be re-routed to avoid 

further direct impact.   

As with the other action alternatives there would be the potential for indirect impacts to fossils 

from theft or vandalism. The risk in the canyon bottom would remain with current conditions 

because trail Segments 1, 2 and 6 would not be constructed or used for public OHV use, but as 

with Alternative C the risk would be greater above the rim where visitors with full-sized vehicles 
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could access fossils. As with the other action alternatives, indirect impacts from vandalism and 

illegal collection would be mitigated through monitoring of unauthorized surface disturbance and 

if necessary, adjustments to trail management would be made to protect paleontological 

resources.  

4.2.4.3 Private Residences 

Impacts of dust and noise on one private residence located along the Browns Canyon Road 

within one-quarter mile of the proposed Browns Canyon trailhead and five additional private 

residences located within one-half mile of the proposed trailhead would be the same as with 

Alternative C. With Alternatives C and D dust and noise at private residences would be less 

than with Alternatives A and B because the Browns Canyon trailhead would be moved farther to 

the east. Occasional County operations at the Browns Canyon gravel pit would continue to 

create dust and noise near these residences. 

4.2.4.4 Public Safety 

Potential for ATV accidents involving gravel trucks on about one-half mile of existing SJC Road 

B238 would be the same as with Alternative C and would be less than with Alternatives A and 

B. This is because Segment 7 would provide an alternate access route to Segment 5 so that 

ATV users could avoid driving through the blind curve with gravel trucks on SJC Road B238. 

There would still be one right-angle crossing of B238 but it is located in an area where 

oncoming traffic can be easily seen.  

4.2.4.5 Recreation 

The 6.8 miles of motorized trail that would be designated with Alternative D would add 0.24 

percent to the 2,822 miles of currently designated motorized roads and trails in the MFO. Of the 

6.8 miles of motorized trail 5.59 would be ATV trail which would increase the 16.8 miles of 

designated ATV trails in the MFO by 33.27 percent.   

As with the other action alternatives, the closure order presently affecting 1,871 acres included 

in Recapture Canyon would be lifted. Although no constructed and maintained trail would be 

developed along Segment 2 in Recapture canyon, casual hiking and horseback use would still 

occur.  Due to the publicity associated with Recapture, it is anticipated that use would initially 

rise substantially above current levels but would stabilize to near current levels after 3-5 years. 

Alternative D would likely not increase the Blanding area’s attractiveness as a recreation 

destination as much as with Alternatives A, B, or C because there would not be an opportunity 

for viewing cultural resources from OHVs in a canyon bottom setting, and the BBT trail already 

traverses the Project Area near the western rim of the canyon. Adding a network of trails to the 

existing BBT would likely result in a lower level of long-term increase in use of the area’s trail 

network as compared to Alternatives A, B, and C, and the potential for a shift toward a middle or 

front country social setting along the western rim of Recapture Canyon would be less than with 

the other action alternatives.. 

Like Alternative C, the addition of 1.21 miles of designated full-sized vehicle routes (Segments 

5, and 8) could lead to an increase in motorized use to access the hiking trail around Moqui 

Island (Segment 9) and an increase in non-motorized use as compared to Alternatives A, B.  

Alternative D would result in fewer user conflicts and less displacement of non-motorized users 

than Alternatives A, B and C because no trails below the rims of Recapture Canyon in the 

Project Area would be available for public OHV use as compared to 5.73 miles with Alternative 
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A, 5.82 miles with Alternative B and 2.3 miles with Alternative C. All of Recapture Canyon and 

non-maintained trails in almost every canyon in the MFO, would remain available for non-

motorized use without motorized travel with the exception of existing road and highway 

crossings. Non-motorized users also would have opportunities for travel on 37 trails in the MFO 

area designated by BLM for foot travel without motorized use as well as all routes on BLM, and 

surrounding lands managed by the USFS, NPS, and State of Utah.  

The opportunity for those local residents who visit Recapture Canyon to experience a quiet 

setting would continue. 

The opportunity for riding ATVs and viewing cultural resources from ATVs in a canyon bottom 

setting would be foregone by this alternative, but as with the other action alternatives, there 

would not be much overall change in non-motorized or motorized recreation use in the MFO 

because many areas in the MFO provide opportunities for both motorized and non-motorized 

recreation.  

Alternative D would place greater restrictions on camping than the other action alternatives. 

Camping would not be allowed within the cultural resources APE both above and within the rims 

of Recapture Canyon. Those who desire a camping experience close to the trail system, 

associated with either motorized or non-motorized use, would be displaced to other areas. 

4.2.4.6 Riparian Vegetation, Wetland and Floodplain Resources 

Overall, this alternative would be substantially less impactive to riparian/wetland and floodplain 

resources than the other action alternatives because no construction/improvement or use of 

motorized vehicles would occur below the rim of Recapture Canyon. Stream sedimentation 

rates below the rim of the canyon and related impacts on riparian vegetation would be 

somewhere between sedimentation rates for existing conditions and rates under natural 

conditions. 

As with the other action alternatives the potential for and magnitude of impacts is related to the 

proximity of the proposed trails to the riparian system. With Alternative D, none of the trail 

system would be below the rim of Recapture Canyon. About 0.05 miles of trail above the rim of 

the canyon would be within or adjacent to (or within a 10-foot buffer of) riparian vegetation as 

compared to an above and below the rim total of  0.74 miles with Alternative A, 0.75 with 

Alternative B and 0.78 miles with Alternative C.  

About 2.36 miles of constructed trail would be within a 100-meter buffer of riparian vegetation as 

compared to 6.09 miles with existing conditions, 4.74 miles with Alternative A, 5.81 miles with 

Alternative B and 5.94 miles with Alternative C.  

With Alternative D there would be no constructed stream/drainage crossings but 0.03 acres of 

direct disturbance to riparian and wetland areas above the rim as compared to 16 

stream/drainage crossings and 0.91 acres of disturbance with existing conditions, 13 

stream/drainage crossing and 0.87 acres with Alternative A, 13 stream/drainage crossings and 

0.88 acres with Alternative B, and 13 stream/drainage crossings and 0.67 acres with Alternative 

C. 

Direct disturbance to floodplains would be 0.47 acres as compared to 0.85 acres with existing 

conditions, 1.06 acres with Alternative A, 1.05 acres with Alternative B. and 0.85 acres with 

Alternative C.   
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Although direct impacts to the riparian and floodplains within the canyon would not occur, there 

would still be minor indirect impacts from casual hiking and horseback use within the 10 foot 

and 100 foot buffers of the existing trail, especially at stream crossings. 

4.2.4.7 Soils 

With Alternative D soils would be disturbed during construction/improvement on 12.07 acres as 

compared to 17.73 acres with Alternative A, 17.67 acres with Alternative B, and 18.74 acres 

with Alternative C.  Over the long-term, the disturbed travel surfaces would total about 9.9 acres 

as compared to 10.2 acres with Alternative A, 10.1 acres with Alternative B, and 12.0 acres with 

Alternative C. Disturbance above the rim of Recapture Canyon would be the same as with 

Alternative C but Alternative D would not designate or construct Segments 1, 2 or 6, or the 

Canyon Bottom Trailhead. The nature and types of impacts to soils would be same as described 

for the other action alternatives but the magnitude of impacts would be substantially less 

because Segments 1, 2 and 6 would not be re-routed, constructed/improved, or used by ATVs. 

Specific sections of existing routes along or adjacent to Segments 2, 3, 4, 6, and 10 from the 

original proposal (totaling 27,062 feet or 5.13 miles) are proposed to be obliterated, stabilized, 

and/or revegetated. Obliterating, stabilizing, and revegetating these trail segments would cause 

short-term impacts on soils such as compaction, displacement and loosening them, temporarily 

making them susceptible to erosion.  These direct impacts of reclamation activities on soils 

would be localized and short-term (1-2 years) and would be minimized as the activity-related 

disturbance is stabilized and rehabilitated. Refer to Appendix E for the Erosion Control Plan for 

Trail Construction and Reclamation of Unauthorized Route Closure.   

4.2.4.7.1 Summary of Soil Interpretations and Potential Impacts 

With Alternative D, about 8.07 miles of trail (82 percent) are classified as moderate to severe 

soil rutting risk where due to soil conditions, ruts form readily. About 8.82 miles (90 percent) of 

the trails are classified as moderate to severe for road and trail erosion risk. This rating 

represents soils where a substantial level of erosion is expected, the trails require frequent 

maintenance, and costly erosion-control measures are needed.   Approximately 100 percent of 

the proposed trail system is poor to moderate suitability for natural surface road.   

With Alternative D the need for frequent trail maintenance and more costly measures to prevent 

accelerated erosion would be about the same as with Alternative C and would be less than with 

Alternatives A or B because ATVs would not impact Segments 1, 2 or 6 of the trail system.  

4.2.4.7.2 Sediment and Erosion Modeling 

With both low and high traffic conditions, modeled levels of trail prism erosion and stream 

sedimentation would be less than with the other action alternatives because Segments1, 2 and 

6 would not be constructed/improved, and would not be used by ATVs. No modeling was 

completed for Alternative D because there would be no construction/improvement or public 

motorized use below the rims of Recapture Canyon.  Levels of trail prism erosion and stream 

sedimentation would be between natural erosion rates and erosion rates with existing 

conditions. 

4.2.4.7.3 Biological Soil Crusts 

As with the other action alternatives the potentially impacted soils are capable of supporting 

biological soil crusts. However, the potential for impact would be less than with the other action 

alternatives because Segments 1, 2 and 6 would not be disturbed and would not be used for 

public motorized use. New construction of routes would be limited to 0.89 acres 
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4.2.4.8 Water Resources  

The potential for runoff and sediment reaching the stream would be less than with Alternatives 

A, B, or C because Segments 1, 2, and 6 would not be realigned, constructed/improved, or used 

for public motorized use.  There would only be 0.03 acres of direct riparian disturbance above 

the rim. 

Impacts on water resources would be comparable to existing conditions for water resource 

indicators, with the exception that there would be no stream/drainage crossings by motorized 

trails as compared to 13 with Alternatives A, and B and 3 with Alternative C. Floodplain 

disturbance from the trails would be 0.47 acres as compared to 0.85 acres with current 

conditions, 1.06 acres with Alternative A, 1.05 acres with Alternative B, and 0.85 acres with 

Alternative C. 

Existing uses including hiking and horseback use would occur along the bottom of Recapture 

Canyon in the southern portion of Segment 2, so there would be some unmeasurable impacts 

from stream crossings. Use is initially assumed to increase due to publicity associated with the 

2007 closure, and the illegal ATV ride in 2014. However, that use is expected to stabilize to near 

current levels in 3-5 years because no trail construction and maintenance would occur through 

this section. 

There would be no additional trail construction related stream sedimentation below the rim of 

Recapture Canyon where there is a higher potential for sediments to reach Recapture Creek. 

Additionally; reductions in sedimentation in the Project Area would result from stabilization of 

existing trails below the rim of the canyon. 

Although no constructed and maintained trail would be developed along Segment 2 in 

Recapture Canyon, casual hiking and horseback use would still occur with subsequent minor 

erosion/sedimentation impacts. 

The potential for accidental spills to degrade water quality would be less than with the other 

Action Alternatives because Segments 1, 2 and 6 would not be constructed/improved or used 

by ATVs.  

4.2.4.8.1  Clean Water Act Compliance 

Because the DEQ Recapture Creek 1 assessment unit is listed as Category 3 – Insufficient 

Data, Exceedances, and requires DEQ to complete further investigation to determine if the 

water is impaired, it is not known if Recapture Creek meets its designated use classes.  

Alternative D would reduce modeled levels of stream sedimentation and related impacts on 

water quality as compared to Alternatives A and B and C as well as existing conditions. 

Because the trail segments would be above the rim of Recapture Canyon, and undesignated 

trails including Segments 2 between the south end of the Water Conservancy pipeline 

maintenance road and the rim near the Brown’s Canyon Trailhead and 6 below the rim would be 

closed to motorized use and stabilized, Alternative D may lead to improvement in water quality 

in Recapture Creek.  

Specific sections along numerous segments from the original proposal, totaling 27,062 feet or 

5.13 miles, are proposed to be obliterated, stabilized, and/or revegetated. Obliterating, 

stabilizing, and revegetating these trail segments would reduce trail related erosion and stream 

sedimentation associated with existing conditions to at or near natural rates.  The direct and 

indirect impacts of trails on Hydrology and Soils to stream, riparian, and floodplain resources 

would be minimized as the trail-related disturbance is stabilized and rehabilitated.   
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Consequently, it is anticipated that projected decreases in sediment would correspond directly 

to improvement of stream and riparian resources, with minor levels of impact as described in the 

general effects section.  

4.2.4.9 Wildlife Including Special Status Species  

With Alternative D, construction of approximately 7.5 miles of trail and two trailheads would 

disturb about 12.07 acres of wildlife habitat as compared to 17.73 acres with Alternative A, 

17.67 acres with Alternative B, and 18.74 acres with Alternative C.  Motorized vehicles would be 

operated on 6.8 miles of trail as compared to 11.67 miles with Alternative A, 11.64 miles with 

Alternative B and 9.10 with Alternative C.  

Because habitat between the rims of Recapture Canyon would not be affected by 

construction/improvement or noise from use of motorized vehicles, impacts would be less than 

with the other action alternatives.  

As with Alternative C, the southern portion of Segment 3 and Segment 10 (1.68 miles of trail) 

would pass through crucial mule deer winter range and ATV activity during the winter would 

disturb wintering deer on about 500 acres which comprises approximately 2.4 percent of the 

crucial deer winter range in watershed HUC10 as compared to 9.0 percent with Alternatives A 

and B.  

Segments 3, 4, 5, 7 and 8 (2.55 miles of trail) would pass through Rocky Mountain Elk crucial 

winter range and would disturb and displace elk from 1,100 acres of crucial winter range which 

comprises 12.7 percent of the crucial elk winter range in watershed HUC10. The number of 

miles of trail in elk crucial winter range affected with Alternatives D would be more than with 

Alternatives A and B and less than with Alternative C. The number of acres of elk crucial winter 

range affected by motorized use would be the less than with Alternatives A, B and C because 

Segment 1 would not be open for public motorized use. 

With Alternative D long-term disturbance of riparian habitat due to trail construction would be 

reduced to 0.03 acres as compared to 0.87 acres with Alternative A, 0.88 acres with Alternative 

B, and 0.67 acres with Alternative C.  Although direct impacts to the riparian habitat, such as 

trail construction, would not occur, there would still be unmeasurable minor indirect impacts 

from casual hiking and horseback use along the 0.76 miles of trail within or adjacent to the 10 

foot buffer or riparian vegetation, especially at stream crossings. 

As with the other action alternatives, most species such as mule deer, coyotes, and rabbits in 

the Project Area would habituate to occasional noise from ATVs.  Because ATVs would be 

restricted to the approved trail system, and would be in upland rather than canyon bottom areas, 

and because the Canyon Bottom Trailhead would not be constructed, species would be less 

impacted by ATV use than with Alternatives A, B or C.  Since the Canyon Bottom Trailhead 

would not be constructed and the existing trail along Segments 1, 2 and 6 would not be altered, 

potential increases in recreational use and human presence in the canyon bottom and the 

impacts of human interaction with wildlife also would be less than with the other action 

alternatives. However, use of Recapture Canyon for non-motorized recreation would continue to 

impact wildlife. Activities such as picnicking, camping, or bird watching may occur off 

established trails and are likely to startle wildlife including nesting birds.  The impacts would 

be comparable to existing conditions and would be less than with ATV use because the 

impacts of ATV noise would be avoided. 
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4.2.4.9.1 Special Status Animal Species Including Migratory Birds and Raptors 

As with the other action alternatives, recreational use including operation of ATVs on canyon rim 
trails during nesting seasons for migratory birds would likely cause birds to avoid nesting 
adjacent to the trail system. Motorized vehicles would be operated on 6.8 miles of trails as 
compared to 11.67 miles with Alternative A, 11.63 miles with Alternative B and 9.1 with 
Alternative C.  Impacts of vehicle noise on riparian and nesting habitat in the bottom of 
Recapture Canyon would be eliminated.  With this Alternative the SWFL may be impacted by 
non-motorized recreational use but would be greatly reduced. Potentially impacts to suitable 
SWFL habitat and possible displacement of SWFL from 44 acres due to noise and 
recreational activities in the canyon bottom would not occur. (Appendix G). 

4.2.4.10 Mitigation for Alternative D 

In this Alternative 0.03 acres of riparian habitat in the Lems Draw area would be directly 

disturbed by trail construction.  To fully mitigate the loss of habitat BLM would complete a 1 to 1 

riparian mitigation requirement by riparian habitat improvement.  Mitigation locations would 

include the trail crossing area in Lems Draw within Watershed HUC10.  Mitigation would include 

removal of Tamarisk and Russian Olive and planting of native willows in treated areas.  A small 

bull hog, chainsaws, hand tools and a crew of 5-7 people may be used to remove invasive 

exotic Tamarisk and Russian Olive trees. After trees are cut an approved herbicide would be 

used to treat the cut tree stumps to prevent regrowth.  Work would be completed from 

September 1 through February 28. Removal of these invasive-exotic trees would promote the 

growth of native vegetation that would benefit wildlife by improving habitat and provide easier 

access to stream locations for recreationalist.   

4.2.5 Alternative E  

With this Alternative, a ROW would not be granted. The cultural sites damaged along Segment 

2 would be stabilized. Travel in the area would be managed as limited to designated routes as 

described in the 2008 TMP. This would assure that the adverse effects leading to the closure 

were eliminated and management would be implemented to prevent recurrence, so the 2007 

1,871-acre closure order would be lifted. With the exception of Segment 1 and 1.0 mile of 

Segment 2 that would remain open to vehicular use to allow maintenance of the WCD pipeline 

and BLM’s administrative purposes, the existing trails in the Project Area would be closed to 

public motorized use and are proposed to be obliterated, stabilized, and/or revegetated. This 

includes existing routes outside the closure area that were created and signed as open prior to 

the 2008 RMP, but not included in the TMP.  These routes would be closed and stabilized per 

the existing TMP guidance (including 11.67 miles of trail considered in Alternative A) to reduce 

trail related erosion and sedimentation. These routes would not be designated as open the TMP 

and consequently motorized use would not be allowed. Refer to Appendix E for the Erosion 

Control Plan for Trail Construction and Reclamation of Unauthorized Route Closure.  Impacts 

from obliterated, stabilized, and/or revegetated are as described for Alternative A. 

Other current and projected land uses would continue in the Project Area. Other trails may be 

constructed in the future; however, the Recapture Canyon portion of the SJC ATV trails network 

as envisioned by SJC would not be established.  

4.2.5.1 Cultural Resources 

With this alternative, cultural resource sites in the Project Area would continue to be visited, with 

the potential for damage, vandalism and destruction caused by non-motorized recreational 
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users (current use estimated to be 13 to 90 visitors per month), and would be subject to the 

forces of nature such as weathering and erosion.  Visitation is expected to increase in the 

future, at least initially after a decision is final, but because the proposed ATV trail system would 

not be constructed, operated, or maintained, future levels of visitation would be less than with 

that proposed for other action alternatives. 

Unmanaged recreation use along existing roads and trails in the Project Area would potentially 

damage the cultural resource sites known to be crossed by or be adjacent to the roads and 

trails as well as undiscovered sites in or near existing roads and trails. Recreation use is 

assumed to initially increase substantially from the current use levels due to the publicity 

Recapture canyon has received.  That use is assumed to decrease after 3-5 years to near 

current levels and trends. However, existing roads and trails would remain closed to motorized 

use and trail stabilization measures would eventually reduce road and trail-related impacts. 

4.2.5.2 Paleontology 

With this alternative there would be no direct disturbance to or vandalism of paleontological 

resources from proposed or alternative trail systems. Continued ATV use of the BBT through 

the Project Area, and non-motorized recreational use of other existing trails could result in 

impacts to paleontological resources similar to those of the action alternatives, but the potential 

for such impacts would be reduced because visitors could not use motorized vehicles to access 

additional areas with high PFYC.  

4.2.5.3 Private Residences 

With this alternative, the proposed trail system including the proposed Browns Canyon trailhead 

would not be approved or constructed. There would be no project related increases in noise or 

dust near these residences. Occasional operations at the Browns Canyon gravel pit would 

continue to create temporary increases in noise and dust that could impact the six private 

residences located within 0.5 miles of the Browns Canyon Gravel Pit. 

4.2.5.4 Public Safety 

With this alternative, ATV riders could continue to ride on SJC Road B238 where there is a 

potential for accidents involving ATVs and gravel haul trucks. However, the potential for such 

accidents would be less than with the other action alternatives because the Lem’s Draw 

Trailhead would not be developed and there would be no designated ATV trails that would 

attract ATV users to SJC Road B238. 

4.2.5.5 Recreation 

It is likely that interest in outdoor recreation including ATV use within the vicinity of the Project 

Area in SJC would continue to increase resulting in more demand for parks, trails, and other 

recreation facilities. 

With this alternative, there would be no change in the miles of designated motorized or ATV 

routes in the MFO related to the Recapture ATV trail system proposal. Due to the publicity 

associated with Recapture Canyon, it is anticipated that non-motorized use would initially rise 

substantially above current levels but would stabilize to near current levels and trends after 3-5 

years. 

With this alternative, if motorized use is unmanaged recreationists seeking opportunities to use 

their ATVs to view cultural sites would likely continue to create unauthorized trails in areas 
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surrounding Blanding. Existing trails would be signed as closed and stabilized with measures 

such as re-contouring and covering trail surfaces with dead and cut vegetation to avoid trail 

proliferation and resource damage in the Project Area.  

Overall, motorized recreation use in the MFO area would not change because use would shift to 

other open trails and trail systems. ATV based recreational opportunities including the 

opportunity for viewing cultural resources from ATVs in the bottom of Recapture Canyon would 

not be realized. Those local residents who desire to view cultural resources while riding their 

ATVs would have to travel to open trails elsewhere.  

The BBT that traverses the Project Area would remain open for ATV use. However, new 

linkages to other ATV Trails including the Pacheco Trail and BBT would not be established. 

Selection of this alternative would prompt SJC to find other locations for ATV trails to meet their 

goals for recreation and transportation.   

Non-motorized use in Recapture Canyon would continue. The opportunity for those local 

residents who visit Recapture Canyon to experience a quiet setting would continue. 

There would be no direct project related conflict between motorized and non-motorized visitors 

in Recapture Canyon because the proposed trails would continue to be closed to motorized use. 

4.2.5.6 Riparian Vegetation, Wetland and Floodplain Resources 

There would be no project related disturbance to or loss of riparian vegetation, wetlands or flood 

plains. Existing roads and trails that impact riparian vegetation would not be constructed or used 

for ATV travel. No project related surface disturbance would take place within 100 meters (328 

feet) of riparian areas. Use of the area would continue and there could be minor impacts from 

casual hiking and horseback use in riparian areas. Due to the publicity associated with 

Recapture, it is anticipated that use would initially rise substantially above current levels but 

would stabilize to near current levels and trends after 3-5 years. 

Existing levels of erosion from roads and trails in the Project Area (8.3 yd3   of annual road prism 

erosion and 2.4 yd3 of annual stream sedimentation below the rim of the canyon) would continue 

to impact other resources including riparian vegetation and wetland resources until BLM 

completes trail closure and stabilization efforts.  Because the roads and trails have been in 

place for many years and recent studies have shown the riparian area to be in PFC, it is not 

anticipated that riparian vegetation would be substantially impacted.  

4.2.5.7 Soils 

There would be no project related surface disturbance or increase in trail-related erosion and 

sedimentation. Existing levels of erosion from roads and trails in the Project Area (8.3 yd3   of 

annual road prism erosion and 2.4 yd3 of annual stream sedimentation below the rim of the 

canyon) in addition to erosion from presently disturbed areas as well as natural background 

erosion would continue to impact other resources including riparian vegetation and water 

quality.  However, existing roads and trails signed as open would be closed to motorized use 

and BLM would stabilize the existing trails to reduce road and trail-related erosion in the Project 

Area.  

4.2.5.8 Water Resources 

There would be no project related surface disturbance or increase in trail-related erosion and 

sedimentation. Existing levels of erosion from roads and trails in the analysis area (8.3 yd3   of 
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annual trail prism erosion and 2.4 yd3 of stream sedimentation below the rim of the canyon) 

would continue to impact water quality in Recapture Creek until the existing roads and trails 

become stabilized. Stabilization measures (road and trail rehabilitation) would reduce levels of 

stream sedimentation and associated impacts on the riparian zone and floodplain of Recapture 

Creek, and water quality would improve as compared to current conditions. 

4.2.5.8.1 Clean Water Act Compliance 

Because DEQ has not determined if water in Recapture Creek below Recapture Reservoir is 

impaired, the contribution of sediment from existing roads and trails to water pollution is 

unknown.  At this time the TMDL priority for the DEQ Recapture Creek assessment unit is listed 

as low; no TMDLs are scheduled or developed for waters within the analysis area.  Because the 

proposed trail system would not be approved, constructed or operated, there would be no 

increases in sedimentation or associated impacts on the riparian zone or floodplain in 

Recapture Canyon that would contribute to exceedance of water quality standards.   

Over the long-term, stabilization measures on existing roads and trails would reduce levels of 

water pollution. 

4.2.5.9 Wildlife including Special Status Species  

With this Alternative, habitat for wildlife including deer and elk winter range would not be 

affected by construction of the proposed ATV trail system or noise from ATV use.  

Approximately 643 acres of habitat between the rims of Recapture Canyon in the Project Area 

would remain in their existing condition but habitat above the rim including mule deer and elk 

crucial winter range would continue be affected by noise from ATV use on the BBT and 

activities on existing  designated roads and trails, and permitted gravel pits.   

Use of Recapture Canyon for non-motorized recreation would continue to impact wildlife. 

Activities such as picnicking, camping, or bird watching may occur off established trails and 

are likely to startle wildlife including nesting birds.  The impacts would be less than with 

ATV use because the impacts of ATV noise would be avoided. 

4.2.5.9.1 Special Status Animal Species Including Migratory Birds and Raptors 

Raptors, (SWFL), and other listed and migratory birds would not be affected by construction, 

use or maintenance of the proposed ATV trail system.  Continued erosion from existing trails 

could affect riparian habitat and continued use of the BBT and other reasonably foreseeable 

actions in the Project Area could affect migratory birds.  The 44 acres of riparian habitat in the 

Project Area would not be directly impacted by trail construction or by ATV noise, and, as with 

Alternative D, the potential impacts to suitable SWFL habitat and possible displacement of 

SWFL from 44 acres due to noise and recreational activities in the canyon bottom would not 

occur. 

4.2.6 Alternative F  

With the No Action Alternative, no trails would be established or designated and a ROW would 

not be granted. The 2007 closure of a portion of Recapture Canyon to public OHV use would 

not be lifted.  Cultural sites within this area would not be stabilized through a decision on this 

analysis.  A separate analysis would be needed to authorize specific stabilization work on 

cultural sites as directed in the closure order. 
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The area would be managed as limited to designated routes as described in the 2008 TMP. 

This would mean that the adverse effects leading to the closure would not be eliminated 

although management would be implemented to prevent recurrence. Until the cultural sites were 

rehabilitated, the 2007 1,871-acre closure order would not be lifted. The existing trails in the 

Project Area would not be closed to public motorized use. This includes existing routes outside 

the closure area that were created and signed as open prior to the 2008 RMP, but not included 

in the TMP.  These routes would not be designated as open the TMP but they would be signed 

as open on the ground.  Segment 1 and 1.0 miles of Segment 2 would remain open to vehicular 

use to allow maintenance of the WCD pipeline and BLM’s administrative purposes.   

Other current and projected land uses would continue in the Project Area. Other trails may be 

constructed in the future; however, the Recapture Canyon portion of the SJC ATV trails network 

as envisioned by SJC would not be established.  

4.2.6.1 Cultural Resources 

With the No Action Alternative, cultural resource sites in the Project Area would continue to be 

subject to vandalism and destruction caused by non-motorized recreational users (current use 

estimated to be 13 to 90 visitors per month), and would be subject to the forces of nature such 

as weathering and erosion.  Visitation is expected to increase in the future, but because the 

proposed ATV trail system would not be constructed, operated, or maintained, future levels of 

visitation would be less than with the proposed or other action alternatives. 

Unmanaged recreation use along existing roads and trails in the Project Area would damage the 

cultural resource sites known to be crossed by or be adjacent to the roads and trails as well as 

undiscovered sites not in or near existing roads and trails. Recreation use is assumed to initially 

increase substantially from the current use levels due to the publicity Recapture canyon has 

received.  That use is assumed to decrease after 3-5 years to near current levels and trends. 

However, existing roads and trails would remain open to motorized use and no trail stabilization 

measures would occur, thus road and trail-related impacts would continue. 

4.2.6.2 Paleontology 

With the No Action Alternative there would be no direct disturbance to or vandalism of 

paleontological resources from the proposed or alternative trail systems. Continued ATV use of 

the BBT through the Project Area, and non-motorized recreational use of other existing trails 

could result in impacts to paleontological resources similar to those of the action alternatives, 

but the potential for such impacts would be reduced because visitors could not use motorized 

vehicles to access additional areas with high PFYC.  

4.2.6.3 Private Residences 

With the No Action Alternative, the proposed trail system including the proposed Browns 

Canyon trailhead would not be approved or constructed. There would be no project related 

increases in noise or dust near these residences. Occasional operations at the Browns Canyon 

gravel pit would continue to create temporary increases in noise and dust that could impact the 

six private residences located within 0.5 miles of the Browns Canyon Gravel Pit. 

4.2.6.4 Public Safety 

With the No Action Alternative, ATV riders could continue to ride on SJC Road B238 where 

there is a potential for accidents involving ATVs and gravel haul trucks. However, the potential 
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for such accidents would be less than with the action alternatives because the Lem’s Draw 

Trailhead would not be developed and there would be no designated ATV trails that would 

attract ATV users to SJC Road B238. 

4.2.6.5 Recreation 

It is likely that interest in outdoor recreation including ATV use in the Recapture Canyon Area in 

SJC would continue to increase resulting in more demand for parks, trails, and other recreation 

facilities. 

With No Action, there would be no change in the miles of designated motorized or ATV routes in 

the MFO related to the Recapture ATV trail system proposal. Due to the publicity associated 

with Recapture Canyon, it is anticipated that non-motorized use would initially rise substantially 

above current levels but would stabilize to near current levels and trends after 3-5 years. 

With the No Action Alternative, existing trails would continue to be signed as open and no 

stabilization measures such as re-contouring and covering trail surfaces with cut vegetation to 

avoid trail proliferation and resource damage in the Project Area would occur. Recreationists 

seeking opportunities to use their ATVs to view cultural sites would likely continue to create 

unauthorized trails mainly along the western rim of the canyon.  

Overall, motorized recreation use in the MFO area would not change because use would shift to 

other open trails and trail systems. ATV based recreational opportunities including the 

opportunity for viewing cultural resources from ATVs in the bottom of Recapture Canyon would 

not be realized. Those local residents who desire to view cultural resources while riding their 

ATVs would have to travel to open trails elsewhere. 

The BBT that traverses the Project Area would remain open for ATV use. However, new 

linkages to other ATV Trails including the Pacheco Trail and BBT would not be established. 

Selection of the No Action Alternative could prompt SJC to find other locations for ATV trails to 

meet their goals for recreation and transportation.   

Non-motorized use in Recapture Canyon would continue. The opportunity for those local 

residents who visit Recapture Canyon to experience a semi-primitive type setting would 

continue. 

There would be no direct project related conflict between motorized and non-motorized visitors 

in Recapture Canyon because any new proposed trails would not be constructed and motorized 

use would be managed per the RMP as limited to designated routes. 

4.2.6.6 Riparian Vegetation, Wetland and Floodplain Resources 

There would be no project related disturbance to or loss of riparian vegetation, wetlands or flood 

plains. Existing roads and trails that impact riparian vegetation would not be constructed or used 

for ATV travel. No project related surface disturbance would take place within 100 meters (328 

feet) of riparian areas. Use of the area would continue and there could be minor impacts from 

casual hiking and horseback use in riparian areas. Due to the publicity associated with 

Recapture, it is anticipated that use would initially rise substantially above current levels but 

would stabilize to near current levels and trends after 3-5 years. 

Existing levels of erosion from roads and trails in the Project Area (8.3 yd3   of annual road prism 

erosion and 2.4 yd3 of annual stream sedimentation below the rim of the canyon) would continue 

to impact other resources including riparian vegetation and wetland resources.  Because the 
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roads and trails have been in place for many years and recent studies have shown the riparian 

area to be in PFC, it is not anticipated that riparian vegetation would be substantially impacted.  

4.2.6.7 Soils 

There would be no project related surface disturbance or increase in trail-related erosion and 

sedimentation. Existing levels of erosion from roads and trails in the Project Area (8.3 yd3   of 

annual road prism erosion and 2.4 yd3 of annual stream sedimentation below the rim of the 

canyon) in addition to erosion from presently disturbed areas as well as natural background 

erosion would continue to impact other resources including riparian vegetation and water 

quality.  However, existing roads and trails signed as open would remain open to motorized use 

and BLM would not close and stabilize the existing trails to reduce road and trail-related erosion 

in the Project Area.  

4.2.6.8 Water Resources 

There would be no project related surface disturbance or increase in trail-related erosion and 

sedimentation. Existing levels of erosion from roads and trails in the analysis area (8.3 yd3   of 

annual trail prism erosion and 2.4 yd3 of stream sedimentation below the rim of the canyon) 

would continue to impact water quality in Recapture Creek. Stabilization measures would not be 

performed, and levels of stream sedimentation and associated impacts on the riparian zone and 

floodplain of Recapture Creek, would continue. Water quality would remain similar to current 

conditions. 

4.2.6.8.1 Clean Water Act Compliance 

Because DEQ has not determined if water in Recapture Creek below Recapture Reservoir is 

impaired, the contribution of sediment from existing roads and trails to water pollution is 

unknown.  At this time the TMDL priority for the DEQ Recapture Creek assessment unit is listed 

as low; no TMDLs are scheduled or developed for waters within the analysis area.  Because the 

proposed trail system would not be approved, constructed or operated, there would be no 

increases in sedimentation or associated impacts on the riparian zone or floodplain in 

Recapture Canyon that would contribute to exceedance of water quality standards.   

4.2.6.9  Wildlife including Special Status Species  

With the No Action Alternative, habitat for wildlife including deer and elk winter range would not 

be affected by construction of the proposed ATV trail system or noise from ATV use.  

Approximately 643 acres of habitat between the rims of Recapture Canyon in the Project Area 

would remain in their existing condition but habitat above the rim including mule deer and elk 

crucial winter range would continue to be affected by noise from ATV use on the BBT and 

activities on existing roads and trails, and permitted gravel pits.   

Use of Recapture Canyon for non-motorized recreation would continue to impact wildlife. 

Activities such as picnicking, camping, or bird watching may occur off established trails and 

are likely to startle wildlife including nesting birds.  The impacts would be less than with 

ATV use because the impacts of ATV motor noise would be avoided. 

4.2.6.9.1 Special Status Animal Species Including Migratory Birds and Raptors 

Raptors (SWFL) and other listed and migratory birds would not be affected by construction, use 

or maintenance of the proposed ATV trail system.  Continued erosion from existing trails could 

affect riparian habitat and continued use of the BBT and other reasonably foreseeable actions in 
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the Project Area could affect migratory birds.  The 44 acres of riparian habitat in the Project 

Area would not be directly impacted by trail construction or by ATV noise, and, as with 

Alternative D and E,  the  potential impacts to suitable SWFL habitat and possible displacement 

of SWFL from 44 acres due to noise and recreational activities in the canyon bottom would not 

occur. 

 

5.7 Cumulative Impacts  

This section discusses the cumulative impacts of the Proposed and other action alternatives. 

Cumulative effects under NEPA are the total effect, including direct and indirect effects, on a 

given resource resulting from the incremental impact of past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future actions. They can result from individually minor, but collectively significant 

actions taken over a period of time. Cumulative effects may arise from single or multiple actions 

and the effects may be additive or interactive. The net adverse effect of interactive actions may 

be less than the sum of the individual effects (countervailing) or the actions may interact to 

create a net adverse cumulative effect that is greater than the sum of the individual effects 

(synergistic).  

The cumulative impact area (CIA) may vary for each of the affected resources. 

4.3.1 Cultural Resources 

4.3.1.1 Cumulative Impact Area 

The cumulative impact area for cultural resources is the APE identified in Appendix A which is 

entirely within the Project Area (Figure 2.1). 

4.3.1.2 Past, Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 

The Project Area which is comprised of 2,523 BLM-administered acres as well as 174 private 

acres has been directly impacted in the past from livestock grazing; wood cutting; dispersed 

recreation; construction of a water pipeline and a road along  Segment 1 and 1.0 miles of 

Segment 2; illegal construction and use of ATVs on Segment 2 and about 0.25 miles south the 

canyon from Segment 2; creation of trails by the passage of vehicles near the western rim of the 

canyon; construction of SJC Road B238 and operation of the Lem’s Draw and Browns Canyon 

gravel pits. Mineral exploration including a past gold mining operation has occurred in the 

Project Area.  The mine was closed in 2009 and reclamation has been completed.  It does not 

presently contribute to any resource impacts in the canyon.  

Activities including vehicle use on private lands and Highway 191 can occasionally be heard in 

the canyon bottom.  About 9.59 of the 11.67 miles of the proposed trail system as well as all 

1.96 miles of trail that would be added with Alternatives C and D already exist as visible routes 

and the proposed trailheads would be on sites previously disturbed for extraction of gravel or 

vehicle use.  

On June 20, 2014 BLM issued the DR for the Five New Designated Routes for Monticello Travel 

Plan EA (DOI-BLM-UT-Y020-2013-0021-EA) which designated the BBT along with sections of 

four other routes located in various places across the field office for motorized use in the MFO 

TMP. The routes extend existing designated routes which are known by the common names 

Jacobs Chair, Nokai Dome, River House, and Woodenshoe. Some portions would be open to all 

vehicles, and other portions would be open to ATVs and motorcycles. Of the five new trails, 
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about 3.6 miles of the 5.51-mile long BBT are in the Project Area for the Recapture Canyon Trail 

System.  The BBT has disturbed approximately 5.17 acres in the Recapture Canyon Trail 

System Project Area in addition to the 12.07 to 18.74 acres of disturbance projected for the 

proposed or alternative trail systems.  About 0.63 miles of the BBT would be incorporated into 

the Recapture Trail System with Alternative C and 0.20 miles with Alternative D. 

Recapture Creek and the bottom of Recapture Canyon have been indirectly impacted by 

construction and operation of the Recapture Dam and Reservoir up stream of the Project Area. 

Many cultural resource sites in the Project Area have been visited and vandalized repeatedly.   

In 2005, the trail in the bottom of Recapture and Browns Canyon was illegally improved to 
provide for ATV use and some new sections of trail were constructed. Approximately five miles 
of trail were affected. Unauthorized use by a number of ATVs in 2014 caused further 
disturbance to these trails. 

In addition to the Recapture Canyon ATV trail system, other reasonably foreseeable actions 

could cumulatively impact cultural resources in the Recapture Canyon Project Area.   

The Fuels Program for the BLM Canyon Country Fire Zone (CYFZ) and MFO have proposed to 

implement a wildland-urban interface (WUI) fuels reduction and watershed/vegetative 

restoration project on 16,929 acres in the BLM MFO.  The proposed project is located in SJC 

directly east of the city of Blanding and 17 miles south of the city of Monticello.  Highway 191 

runs through the southern one third of the Project Area. The project would be accomplished in 

several phases over approximately five to ten years and would be done in treatment units 

averaging between 50-500 acres. Methods of treatment could include handcutting with 

chainsaws, use of a bullhog, prescribed fire, and fuel wood collection, as well as other methods.  

Treatments mainly would be done outside of the nesting season for migratory birds and the 

winter period on crucial big game winter habitat. Treatment methods, design, and 

implementation would adhere to CYFZ fuels programs Standard Operation Procedures (SOPs), 

BMPs, and the MFO RMP. 

Approximately 464 acres of Phase I of the proposed restoration and treatment project would be 

in the Recapture Canyon ATV trail system Project Area on the mesa between Blanding and the 

rim of Recapture Canyon.   

Additionally, SJC proposes to excavate 18 trenches to test the quality and quantity of gravel 

deposits in the Recapture Canyon Trail System Project Area (T. 36 S., R. 22 E., Section 24, Salt 

Lake Meridian) as a possible source of material for construction and maintenance of county 

roads (DOI-BLM-UT-Y020-2013-0017-CX). The trenches would be approximately 15 feet deep, 

15 feet long, and 6 feet wide.  Testing would occur adjacent to SJC’s existing Lem’s Canyon 

gravel pit.   The test trenches would be excavated using a track hoe.  No road construction 

would be necessary as access to individual test sites would be accomplished by walking 

equipment the short distance from the existing gravel pit.  All test trenches would be backfilled 

upon completion of data collection.  The test trenches would be sited within a 12-acre area.  

Total surface disturbance would be less than 0.25 acre.  Testing and backfilling would take one 

to two days to complete. Over time SJC may expand the Lem’s Draw and Browns Canyon 

gravel pits by 2 to 5 acres. 

Overall, the vegetation restoration project and gravel operations would add up to about 470 

acres of disturbance to the 12.07 to 18.75 acres of potential disturbance from construction of the 

Recapture Canyon ATV trail system. This disturbance would be above the rim of Recapture 

Canyon. 
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No other reasonably foreseeable projects are located within the Project Area. 

4.3.1.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis 

The bulk of surface artifacts at accessible sites in the canyon bottom along the proposed trail 

system have already been removed and numerous sites have been vandalized. However, 

structures and sites higher on the cliff walls are not easily accessible and remain in better 

condition. Cumulative impacts on cultural resources in the canyon bottom would be highest with 

Alternatives A and B where increased visitation would add to the potential for vandalism that 

has been ongoing for many years. The potential for cumulative impacts from a combination of 

public OHV use, vandalism, continued livestock grazing, wood cutting and vegetation treatment 

and expansion of gravel pits is greatest on the mesa west of Recapture Canyon where it is 

difficult to control vehicle use and vegetation treatment and gravel pit expansion are planned 

(BLM 2015). Alternatives C and D would create a higher potential for cumulative impacts in this 

area than Alternatives A and B because they would include more trail segments and a mix of 

uses including use of full-sized vehicles. 

Over all, the additive effect of the proposed trail system along with past, present and reasonably 

foreseeable actions would be minimal with any of the action alternatives since most of the trails 

already exist on the ground and disturbance for construction and use the trails would  be 

primarily on previously disturbed sites. Additionally, cultural resources are managed in 

compliance with federal laws, regulations, and policies and monitoring and mitigation would be 

required (Appendix A).  

As required by the RMP and federal law, the proposed trail system and other reasonably 

foreseeable actions would be subject to the Section 106 process of the NHPA, which calls for 

the identification of historic properties (i.e., NRHP-listed sites or sites determined eligible for 

listing on the NRHP) within the area of potential impacts and the consideration of alternatives to 

the planned undertaking that could avoid impacts to historic properties. In the event that 

avoidance is not possible, mitigation of the impacts would be considered. 

4.3.2 Paleontology 

4.3.2.1 Cumulative Impact Area 

The CIA for paleontology would be the Project Area where public OHV use with the action 

alternatives could interact with past present and reasonably foreseeable actions. 

4.3.2.2 Past, Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 

Past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions are as described for the Project Area in 

Section 4.3.1.2. 

4.3.2.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis  

With any of the action alternatives, allowing motorized vehicles into previously prohibited areas 
would increase the likelihood that scientifically significant surface fossils could be accidentally 
damaged or destroyed, or intentionally vandalized. Other than livestock grazing ,there are no 
present or reasonably foreseeable actions that would interact with or add to the impacts of 
public OHV use below the rim of Recapture Canyon in the Project Area. 

The potential for cumulative impacts on paleontological resources would be greatest on the 

mesa west of Recapture Canyon where a combination of public OHV use, vandalism, continued 
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livestock grazing, wood cutting, vegetation treatment and expansion of gravel pits is likely to 

occur. Alternatives C and D would create a higher potential for cumulative impacts on 

paleontological resources in this portion of the project area than Alternatives A and B because 

they would include more trail segments and a mix of uses including use of full-sized vehicles on 

some segments. 

Over all, the additive effect of the proposed trail system along with past, present and reasonably 

foreseeable actions would be minimal with any of the action alternatives because  most of the 

trails already exist on the ground and additional disturbance for construction and use the trails 

would primarily be on previously disturbed sites. Additionally impacts would be monitored and a 

qualified permitted paleontologist would be present during authorized surface disturbing 

activities. Illegal fossil collection, vandalism, or accidental destruction would be minimized by 

educating the public on the need to preserve the resource. 

 

4.3.3 Private Residences 

The issue regarding increases in noise and dust at six private residences near the proposed 

Browns Canyon Trailhead is limited to the immediate vicinity of the potentially affected 

residences.  SJC operations of the Browns Canyon gravel pit may expand to new locations in 

the gravel permit but the size of the operations would likely remain as at present.   

The additive level of potential dust and noise that the proposed or alternative trailheads would 

create has not been measured but is anticipated to be low because use at the trailhead would 

be intermittent.  

4.3.4 Public Safety 

The issue regarding increases in the potential for accidents involving ATVs and heavy-truck is 

limited to a short segment of SJC Road B238. Past and present actions related to this issue are 

the presence and operation of the Lem’s Draw gravel pit and truck traffic on Road B238. No 

reasonably foreseeable actions other than potential expansion of the gravel pit are pertinent to 

this issue and no cumulative impacts on public safety are anticipated because even if the gravel 

pit is expanded to access additional gravel, the number of SJC gravel trucks on the road would 

not likely increase.  

There would be no cumulative increase in the potential for accidents involving ATVs and gravel 

trucks on SJC Road B238. Alternatives A and B would create the potential for such accidents, 

Alternatives C and D would avoid the potential for accidents by designating a new route 

(Segment 7) that would separate ATV riders from gravel truck traffic, and Alternative E would 

not authorize any additional ATV use. 

4.3.5 Recreation 

4.3.5.1 Cumulative Impact Area 

Typically the CIA for Recreation has been determined to be the area of the Proposed Action. 

However, in this case public comment has also identified potential cumulative effects from other 

similar, but physically unassociated, actions. Therefore, the CIA for this proposal would include 

the area of all past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions MFO-wide which involved 

changes to motorized routes in the TMP implemented or proposed since the 2008 adoption of 

the RMP and the establishment of the TMP.  
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4.3.5.2 Past, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 

Past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions in the Project Area are as described in 

Section 4.3.1.2.  Within the MFO the approved MFO RMP designates 2,820 miles of routes 

open to vehicle use and closes 316 miles of routes to recreational vehicle use. Since the 

establishment of the TMP, 17.16 miles of designated routes have been added and 5.04 miles 

have been deleted through nine separate actions analyzed under NEPA. This has increased the 

mileage of open routes in the TMP from 2,820 miles to 2832.06 miles.  In addition to the 

Recapture ATV trail system, the BLM is presently considering the Indian Creek ATV trail 

connector (6.4 miles) and new route designations near Red Canyon, Comb Wash and Peters 

Point Ridge (about 4.02 miles of which 3.14 would be for ATVs and motorcycles). Thirty-seven 

trails in the MFO area are closed to vehicles but designated as open to foot travel (MFO RMP 

decision T-22). Non-maintained trails that are used by non- motorized recreationalists exist in 

almost every canyon in the MFO. 

4.3.5.3  Cumulative Impact Analysis  

Cumulative impacts to recreation from designation of ATV trails in the MFO including the 

Recapture Canyon ATV trail system are analyzed in detail in the BLM’s Environmental 

Assessment for Five NEW Designated Routes for the Monticello Travel Plan (EA DOI-BLM-UT-

Y020-2013-021) available at the MFO or on the Utah BLM ENBB (https://www.blm.gov/ut/enbb). 

This cumulative impact analysis is incorporated by reference and is summarized as follows. 

The Monticello RMP responds to the issue of OHV use by designating all BLM lands as closed 

or limited to OHV use. Within the MFO, 1,388,191 acres are limited to designated routes and 

393,895 acres are closed to motorized travel. There are no acres open to cross-country travel. 

The action alternatives would lift the BLM’s 1,871-acre closure order and increase the area 

limited to designated routes in the MFO by 0.1 percent.  No other reasonably foreseeable 

actions would cumulatively increase the portion of the MFO where use of vehicles is limited to 

designated roads and trails. 

The MFO has undertaken a road and trail use monitoring program to try to establish use trends 

over time. Input from BLM’s field personnel don’t indicate that individually, any of the past 

actions have appreciably increased OHV use in the immediate area of development. 

With Alternative C, which would designate the most miles of trails of any of the Recapture 

Canyon ATV Trail System action alternatives, present and reasonably foreseeable future 

motorized trail proposals in combination with the Recapture Trail System would add up to 

approximately 24.17 miles of designated motorized routes. This would increase the designated 

motorized routes from 2,822 to 2,846 miles, an increase of 0.96 percent. In the aggregate, these 

proposals have the potential to positively impact motorized recreational users. Potential 

cumulative impacts to non-motorized recreational users would be minor since all of the 

motorized trail system as well as 37 designated hiking trails (RMP Decision TM-22) and many 

other unmarked trails would be available for non-motorized recreation along with large areas 

within the MFO boundaries managed by the USFS, NPS, and State of Utah. 

Cumulatively, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions would increase the motorized 

recreation opportunities, enhance the rider’s experience, and would serve to make it possible to 

travel on safer routes between various trail networks as they currently exist across the MFO. 

Assuming that all proposals were approved, it is likely that ATV riders could ride in a loop 

fashion on a multi-day trip with support and gear. However, discussions with users indicate their 

preference for completing day or weekend trips focused in individual areas throughout the MFO. 

https://www.blm.gov/ut/enbb
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Because of this, designation and subsequent use of any one route individually, or all routes 

cumulatively, would result in slight cumulative increases in overall ATV use in the MFO. 

4.3.6 Riparian Vegetation, Wetland and Floodplain Resources 

4.3.6.1 Cumulative Impact Area 

The cumulative impact area for riparian vegetation, wetland and floodplain resources is the 

18,803-acre analysis area depicted on Map 1 of Appendix F which includes the Recapture 

Creek Watershed. 

4.3.6.2 Past, Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 

Past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions are as described for the Project Area, which 

is part of the larger CIA, are described in Section 4.3.1.2.  In addition to those past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable actions in the Project Area, past actions in the CIA include Recapture 

Reservoir, County roads, and Highway 191.  About 7,895 acres of the 16,929 acre wildland-

urban interface (WUI) fuels reduction and watershed/vegetative restoration project are in the 

CIA for Riparian Vegetation, Wetland and Floodplain resources. 

4.3.6.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Reasonably foreseeable actions in the CIA will occur above the rim of Recapture Canyon where 
0.01 miles of the trail system would be within100 meters of riparian vegetation and disturbance 
of riparian/wetland would be 0.03 acres.  The additive effect on riparian, floodplain and wetland 
resources above the rim of Recapture Canyon would be minimal when compared to the impact 
of Recapture Dam and reservoir, livestock grazing and other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable actions.   

Below the rim of the canyon, the trail system would cumulatively add to the impacts of continued 
livestock grazing and dispersed recreation. Based on criteria identified in BLM riparian 
evaluation guidance (BLM 1998), the 44 acres of potentially affected riparian area are in PFC 
indicating that that they control water flow and stabilize the stream bed. Because less than one 
acre of riparian vegetation would be directly impacted with any of the action alternatives, and 
indirect effects would be dispersed over seven miles of stream/drainage, the cumulative impact 
would likely be small. Riparian vegetation would be cumulatively impacted by WEPP modeled 
increases in trail related stream sedimentation.  As indicated in Section 4.3.7 the maximum 
(Alternative A) WEPP modeled annual trail related erosion would cumulative increase estimated 
existing background levels of stream sedimentation (which reflect the results of past and 
present actions) by up to 0.96 percent.  
 

4.3.7 Soils 

4.3.7.1 Cumulative Impact Area 

Because impacts on soils tend to be localized, the CIA for soils is identified as the Project Area 

(Figure 2.1) where direct and indirect impacts of soil disturbance from the proposed and 

alternative trail systems would add to the impacts of other past, present and reasonably 

foreseeable actions. 
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4.3.7.2 Past, Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 

Past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions are as described for the Project Area in 

Section 4.3.1.2. 

4.3.7.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis 

With the exception of existing trails, soils on the sites of past actions below the rim of Recapture 

Canyon have largely been stabilized. No other reasonably foreseeable actions that could 

cumulatively interact with the proposed trail system would be below the rim of Recapture 

Canyon 

Other than livestock grazing and non-motorized recreation, no other present or reasonably 

foreseeable actions have been identified below the rim of Recapture Canyon. The extent of 

naturally occurring erosion and stream sedimentation generated by past and present actions is 

unknown.  The Southeast Colorado River Basin where the Recapture Creek Watershed is 

located contains many areas of considerable erosion.  Landforms carved in the rocks 

throughout the area are evidence of geologic erosion. In many areas, geologic or background 

erosion is moderate to heavy (Utah Division of Water Resources 2000).  Depending on 

alternative, 86 to 93 percent of the Recapture Canyon trail system would be on areas with 

moderate to severe risk of erosion (Appendix F).  Because rates of erosion are higher on steep 

slopes than on flatter ground, natural background erosion rates would tend to be higher on the 

slopes below the rims of Recapture Canyon.  

Natural gross erosion and stream sedimentation has not been measured for the analysis area. 

However, estimates have been made for the Montezuma Creek watershed that has soil 

characteristics similar to the Recapture Creek watershed (SCS 1992). Christenson (1985) 

estimated the geologic erosion rates in Montezuma Creek River Basin at about 3 tons/ acre 

over the last 700, 000 years.  Depending on present soils and geologic condition, current annual 

sediment yield in the drainages of the Montezuma Creek Watershed vary from 1.2 to 3.8 tons 

per acre. Based on 2,200 pounds per yd3 , current sediment yields for the Montezuma Creek 

Watershed are between 1.09 yd3 and 3.45 yd3 per year.  Assuming similar rates of sediment 

yield for the 643 acres below the rims of Recapture Canyon in the Project Area, maximum 

annual WEPP;Road modeled trail related sediment yield (6.7 yd3/year, Alternative A with high 

traffic) would cumulatively increase annual erosion in the below-the- rim portion of the Project 

area in Recapture Canyon by between 0.30 and 0.96 percent. With Alternative B, cumulative 

increases in sediment yield with high traffic conditions would be between 0.22 and 0.68 percent, 

and. with Alternative C, annual sediment yield with high traffic conditions would cumulatively 

increase by between 0.19 and 0.61percent.   With Alternative D, cumulative increases in annual 

sediment yield would be even less because no new public OHV use would occur below the rims 

of Recapture Canyon in the Project area. 

See the riparian and water resource sections for analysis of soil and sediment related impacts 

on riparian vegetation and water resources. 

 

4.3.8 Water Resources 

4.3.8.1 Cumulative Impact Area 

The cumulative impact area for water resources is the 18,803-acre analysis area depicted on 

Map 1 of Appendix F which includes the Recapture Creek Watershed. 
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4.3.8.2 Past, Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 

Past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions in the Project Area, which is part of the larger 

CIA, are described in Section 4.3.1.2.  In addition to those past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable actions in the Project Area, past actions in the CIA that impact water resources 

include Recapture Reservoir, Highway 191, livestock grazing and dispersed recreation.  About 

7,895 acres of the 16,929-acre wildland-urban interface (WUI) fuels reduction and 

watershed/vegetative restoration project would be in the CIA for water resources. 

4.3.8.3  Cumulative Impact Analysis 

No reasonably foreseeable actions are anticipated below the rims of Recapture Canyon. 
Cumulative impacts on water resources from trails above the rims of Recapture Canyon, where 
reasonably foreseeable actions would occur, would be small because of the reduced probability 
(low gradient hillslopes, low gradient trails, and large stream buffers) of trail-generated stream 
sedimentation and associated impacts to stream, riparian, and floodplain resources in 
Recapture Canyon.   

Direct and indirect impacts of the Recapture Canyon trail system on water resources would add 
to the impacts of past and present actions below the rims of Recapture Canyon including 
livestock grazing; wood cutting; dispersed recreation; construction of a water pipeline and  road 
along Segment 1 and 1.0 miles of Segment 2; illegal construction and use of ATVs on Segment 

2 and about 0.25 miles down the canyon from Segment 2; and mineral exploration including a 
past gold mining operation.  

Primarily impacts to water quality are related to stream sedimentation and stream impacts at 
crossings.  Secondary water quality effects of sedimentation can include channel braiding and 
bar formation, destabilization of stream channel and banks, increased channel widths that may 
lead to increased temperatures and decreased DO. As indicated in section 4.3.7 the maximum 
(Alternative A) WEPP modeled annual trail related erosion would cumulatively increase 
estimated existing background levels of stream sedimentation (which reflect the results of past 
and present actions) by up to 0.96 percent.  

Because the DEQ Recapture Creek 1 assessment unit is listed as Category 3 – Insufficient 
Data, Exceedances, and requires DEQ to do further investigation to determine if the water is 
impaired, it is not known if Recapture Creek meets its designated use classes. If future studies 
show that the stream is impaired, stream sedimentation and associated impacts on the riparian 
zone and floodplain of Recapture Creek from the trail system with Alternatives A through C 
would cumulatively contribute to increases in criteria pollutants such as turbidity, TDS, and 
water temperature in Recapture Creek. If standards for criteria pollutants are exceeded, the 
assessment area would be placed on the 303d list of impaired waters. 

Alternatives C and D would result in little or no cumulative impact on water resources in 
Recapture Canyon because public motorized use below the rims of the canyon would be 
reduced as compared to Alternative A and B. 
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4.3.9 Wildlife Including Special Status Species  

4.3.9.1.Cumulative Impact Area 

The 132,631-acre Recapture Watershed (Watershed HUC10), Figure 3.2) is identified as the 
CIA for wildlife because some species of wildlife move throughout the watershed.  The Project 
Area is within and comprises 2.0 percent of Watershed HUC10. 

4.3.9.2 Past, Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 

The past present and reasonably foreseeable actions described for the Project Area in Section 

4.3.1.2 are all within Watershed HUC10.  Other past and present actions in Watershed HUC10 

include Recapture Dam and reservoir; construction and use of Highway 191 and County roads; 

designation and use of the BBT; livestock grazing; woodcutting and dispersed recreation. 

4.3.9.3  Cumulative Impact Analysis 

The proposed trail system would directly affect wildlife habitat on up to 18.75 acres (Alternative 

C) or 0.01 percent of the 132,631 acres of habitat available in Watershed HUC10. The 

cumulative impact would actually be less than this because most of the trails already exist. With 

Alternatives A and B activity and noise from public motorized use as well as non-motorized 

recreation would displace wildlife on up to 643 acres or 0.48 percent of the watershed. The 

cumulative impact of Alternatives C and D on wildlife would be less than with Alternatives A and 

B because less or no canyon bottom habitat would be affected by motorized use. 

With Alternatives A and B, mule deer would be disturbed by OHV activity on about 1,910 acres 
of mule deer crucial winter range and elk would be disturbed  on 1,182 acres of elk crucial 
winter range. There are 21,138 acres of mule deer crucial winter range and 8,657 acres of 
Rocky Mountain Elk crucial winter range in Watershed HUC10. Therefore, the maximum impact 
of the proposed and alternative trail systems would be to disturb mule deer on 9.0 percent of the 
crucial mule deer winter range (Alternative A) and to disturb elk on 13.7 percent (Alternative C) 
of the crucial elk winter range in Watershed HUC10 where availability of winter range is a 
limiting factor for the herds. This would be in addition to winter range already affected by 
activities at Recapture Reservoir, Highway 191 and County roads.  Overall, the additive effect of 
the trail system on wildlife would be small given that existing county roads, gravel pits the BBT 
and Highway 191 already exist within the winter range in the vicinity of the proposed and 
alternative trail systems. 

Treatment of 7,895 acres of vegetation in Watershed HUC10 as planned in the WUI fuels 

reduction and watershed/vegetation restoration project would result in an overall improvement in 

big game habitat in the CIA. 

4.3.9.3.1 Special Status Animal Species Including Migratory Birds and Raptors 

Activities such as road and trail construction and increased OHV use would increase access to 

sensitive areas in the CIA upon which Special Status Species are dependent for survival. 44 of 

the 911 acres (4.8 percent) of potentially suitable (SWFL) habitat in watershed HUC10 would be 

affected.  There are no other reasonably foreseeable actions in the watershed that would 

cumulatively effect SWFLs. 

Other reasonably foreseeable actions in the CIA would be outside of the canyon bottom and 

would not cumulatively impact potentially suitable SWFL habitat.  
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5.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

 

5.1 Introduction 

The issue identification section of Chapter 1 identifies those issues analyzed in detail in 

Chapter 4. The ID Team Checklist (Appendix C) provides the rationale for issues that were 

considered but not analyzed further. The issues were identified through the public and agency 

involvement process described in Sections 5.2 and 5.3 below. 

5.2 Persons, Groups, and Agencies Consulted 

 

Table 5.1  Persons, Agencies, and Organizations Consulted for Purposes of this EA 

NAME 

PURPOSE & AUTHORITIES 

FOR CONSULTATION OR 

COORDINATION 

FINDINGS & CONCLUSIONS 

Utah Division of Water 

Rights 

Hardening of seven 

stream/drainage crossings on 

Recapture Creek on Segments 1 

and 2 would require approval for 

stream alternation from the Utah 

Division of Water Rights under 

the Section 404(c) General 

Permit 40, Minimal Impact 

Activities Under the Stream 

Alteration Program in The State 

Of Utah, issued January 3, 2011. 

Approval would be requested and 

will be required prior to hardening 

of stream /drainage crossings. 

US Fish & Wildlife Service  

Consultation, under Section 7 of 

the Endangered Species Act (16 

USC 1531) 

A list of potentially affected T&E 

species was requested. Formal 

consultation will be completed 

(Appendix G) because BLM has 

determined that a listed species, 

would be adversely affected. 

Utah State Historic 

Preservation Office  (SHPO) 

and Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation 

(ACHP) 

Consultation for undertakings, as 

required by the National Historic 

Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 

USC 470) 

SJC and BLM participated with the 

SHPO and the ACHP in the 

preparation of a PA for protection 

of historic properties. SJC would 

participate with BLM in carrying out 

the requirements of the Cultural 

Resources PA regarding the 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail 

System ROW Application. The 

SHPO and ACHP signed the PA on 

11/13/2013 and BLM and SJC 

committed to implementation of the 

measures identified in the PA. 
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NAME 

PURPOSE & AUTHORITIES 

FOR CONSULTATION OR 

COORDINATION 

FINDINGS & CONCLUSIONS 

BLM determined that the proposed 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trails 

System would have an adverse 

effect to historic properties 

pursuant to 36 CFR 800.  In 

conjunction with Consulting Parties, 

a Visitor Effects Study (VES) and a 

Historic Properties Treatment Plan 

(HPTP) were developed to 

minimize these effects.  The BLM 

received final concurrence from 

SHPO on the effects determination 

and the HPTP on January 13, 

2017.   

Native American Tribal 

Entities that include:  

Navajo Mountain Navajo 

Chapter  

Pueblo of Laguna  

Pueblo of Acoma  

White Mesa Ute Council  

Ute Mountain Ute Tribe  

Teecnospos Navajo Chapter  

Red Mesa Navajo Chapter  

Oljato Navajo Chapter  

Navajo Nation Historic 

Preservation Department  

Mexican Water Navajo 

Chapter  

Dennehosto Navajo Chapter  

Pueblo of Zuni  

Pueblo of Santa Clara  

Aneth Navajo Chapter  

Pueblo of Zia  

Hopi Tribe  

Consultation as required by the 

American Indian Religious 

Freedom Act of 1978 (42 USC 

1531) and NHPA (16 USC 1531) 

BLM has taken into account the 

effects of the project on historic 

properties under the NHPA through 

preparation of a PA. Ten tribal 

groups chose to participate as 

consulting parties.  

 

No Native American Religious Sites 

or issues have been identified by 

the tribal groups. The Hopi have 

objected to operation of vehicles in 

Recapture Canyon. 

 

 

Utah Division of Wildlife 

Resources 

Consultation as the agency with 

expertise on big game, T&E and 

Sensitive species including the 

SWFL and WYBC. 

Data and analysis have been 

incorporated in Chapters 3 and 4. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service 
Section 7 Consultation 

Based on the BA, in regard to 

Southwestern willow flycatcher, 

Yellow-billed cuckoo, Mexican 

spotted owl, and California condor, 
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NAME 

PURPOSE & AUTHORITIES 

FOR CONSULTATION OR 

COORDINATION 

FINDINGS & CONCLUSIONS 

it was determined that the 

proposed action “may affect, but 

would not likely adversely affect” 

these species.  The FWS 

concurred with this finding on 

January 16, 2017. 
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5.3 Summary of Public Participation 

Formal scoping for the proposed trail system was conducted in 2010 and BLM initiated 

preparation of an EA.  BLM also involved the SHPO, the ACHP, tribal groups, special interest 

groups, and SJC as consulting parties in preparation of a cultural resource PA for the proposed 

trail system. As a result of NHPA Section 106 consultation, it was decided that completion of the 

EA should be postponed until NHPA Section 106 compliance could be incorporated into the EA. 

As an outcome of Section 106 compliance, a Cultural Resources PA was signed on November 

13, 2013 and is incorporated into the EA as Appendix A.   

BLM and SJC responded to the issues raised in initial scoping by reconfiguring and reducing or 

eliminating segments from the proposed trail system to avoid or otherwise mitigate 

environmental consequences, primarily impacts on cultural resources and riparian vegetation, 

and to identify an alignment that would avoid steep terrain and result in a more sustainable trail 

system.   

A 40-day public scoping period on the proposed trail system was formally initiated by the BLM 

on December 18, 2013 with the proposed project being listed on the Utah BLM ENBB.  The 

scoping period closed on January 26, 2014.   

In response to the December 2013 ENBB posting, the BLM received letters and e-mail inputs 
from numerous individuals and groups. The majority of inputs were signed form letters following 
the pattern provided in the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance home page 
(https://secure2.convio.net/suwa/site/Advocacy?cmd=display&page=UserAction&id=823; 
accessed February 4, 2014) and urging the BLM to deny SJC’s application and maintain the 
current closure.  Some letters also were received that expressed support or opposition to the 
proposed trail system and/or provided scoping comments dealing with procedures and legal 
issues, the range and description of alternatives to be addressed, and specific resource issues 
for analysis.   

Several who participated in scoping requested to be informed of further action and 

developments on the project. Utah BLM normally involves the public through the ENBB process 

but has compiled a list of names of scoping participants who requested further involvement and 

has notified those individuals as of the date of posting of availability of this EA on the ENBB. 

Individual letters have not been included in the EA but a summary of the scoping comments and 

the BLM responses explaining how the scoping comments are addressed in the EA is included 

as Appendix D.  

The public comment period was held on the EA and comments were accepted throughout a 45-

day period, September 9, 2016 through October 24, 2016.  During this period 945 comments 

were received.  Commenters ranged from individuals to non-governmental organizations to 

government agencies.  804 of the comments were form letters generated from a SUWA 

website.  A total of 95 substantive comments were extracted.  A large percentage of the 

comments were addressing concerns about cultural resources and motorized or non-motorized 

access.  A smaller percentage addressed concerns about riparian, user conflicts, wildlife, NEPA 

process and alternatives. 

Appendix H provides a listing of substantive comments from the many EA comment letters abd 

BLM responses to those comments.  . 

  

https://secure2.convio.net/suwa/site/Advocacy?cmd=display&page=UserAction&id=823
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Substantive comments are those that suggest the analysis is flawed in a specific way. Generally 
they challenge the accuracy of information presented, challenge the adequacy, methodology or 
assumptions of the environmental or social analysis (with supporting rationale), present new 
information relevant to the analysis, or present reasonable alternatives (including mitigation) 
other than those presented in the document. Such substantive comments may lead to changes 
or revisions in the analysis or in one or more of the alternatives. There may be many or no 
substantive comments in a letter. (From BLM, Division of Decision Support, Planning, and 
NEPA, NEPA Web Guide). 

5.4 Changes to the EA 

As a result of public comments or to include the results steps that occurred prior to making a 
decision, various changes have been made to this EA since the time it was posted for public 
comment on September 9, 2016. Those changes are highlighted with gray shading similar to 
this paragraph.  The changes are mostly editorial in nature or clarifying information as requested 
in a comment.  Letters documenting the results of FWS and SHPO consultation are included as 
Appendix G and the responses to public comments are included as Appendix H.   

5.5 List of Preparers 

 

Table 5.2  BLM Preparers 

NAME TITLE RESPONSIBILITIES 

Brian Quigley Assistant FO Manager 
Team Lead; ACECs; Socioeconomics; public 

safety 

Nick Walendziak Outdoor Recreation Planner  Recreation Management  

Cameron Cox Archaeologist  Cultural Resources 

Rebecca Hunt 

Foster 

Paleontologist Paleontology 

Amanda Scott  Wildlife Biologist  Wildlife; Special Status Plant and Wildlife 

Species; Migratory Birds  

Jed Carling  Range Management Specialist  Vegetation 

Jeremy Jarnecke Hydrologist Soils; Water Resources and Quality; 

Floodplains; Riparian vegetation and Wetland 

Resources 

Jean Carson Geographic Information System 

(GIS) Specialist 

Maps, Illustrations, and Data Generation 

 

Table 5.3  Non-BLM Preparers 

NAME TITLE RESPONSIBILITIES 

Greg Brown Project Manager Project Management and Document Review 

Greg Thayn Environmental and NEPA Document Preparation, Review, and NEPA 
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NAME TITLE RESPONSIBILITIES 

Specialist Compliance 

Jenni Prince 

Mahoney 
Archaeologist Cultural Resources 

Dave Kikkert 
Aquatic Biologist/Water Quality 

Specialist 
Aquatic species and Water Quality 

Jill Hankins Wetland/Riparian Specialist Riparian Vegetation 

Seth Topham Biologist/GIS Specialist Vegetation, Wildlife, and Mapping 

 

 



 

Environmental Assessment 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System  

140 

6.0 REFERENCES  

6.1 References Cited 

Belnap, J.  1993.  Recovery Rates of Cryptobiotic Crusts: Inoculant Use and Assessment 
Methods.  Great Basin Naturalist 53:89-95.  

Belnap, J. and D.A. Gillette.  1997.  Disturbance of Biological Soil Crusts: Impacts on Potential 
Wind Erodibility of Sandy Desert Soils In SE Utah.  Land Degradation and Development, 
Volume 8, pp 355-362. 

BLM 1987.BLM Manual Section 9114. Trails Design Handbook 

BLM 2011. BLM Monticello Field Office, Recapture Canyon ATV ROW Engineering Reroutes, 
Spurs and Pullouts Archeological Survey Area.  

BLM 2011. Canyon Country District, Recapture OHV Trail Engineering Report. 

BLM 2013. Canyon Country District, Recapture OHV Trail Route Reconnaissance Report. 

BLM 1991. BLM Moab District Resource Management Plan Record of Decision and Rangeland 
Program summary for the San Juan Resource Area. March 1991. 

BLM 1998. U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Land Management National Applied 
Resource Sciences Center Technical Reference 1737-15, Riparian Area Management, 
A User Guide to Assessing Proper Functioning Condition and the Supporting Science for 
Lotic Areas. 

BLM 2005. Instruction Memorandum No. UT 2005-091. Utah Riparian Management Policy. 15 
pp. 

BLM 2008a.  BLM Monticello Field Office, Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, August 2008. 

BLM 2008b.  BLM Monticello Field Office Record of Decision (ROD)/Resource Management 
Plan, November 17, 2008. 

BLM 2014. Riparian Report, Prepared by Jed Carling, Rangeland Management Specialist, BLM 
Monticello Field Office. February 2014. 14 pp. 

BLM 2015. Blanding East Hazardous Fuels Reduction and Watershed/Vegetation Restoration 
Project. Environmental Assessment EA-DOI-BLM-UT-Y020-2-13-022, May, 2015. 

Christenson, G. E., 1985, Quaternary Geology Of The Montezuma Creek- Recapture Creek 
Area San Juan County, Utah, pp 2- 31; in Contributions to Quaterary Geology of the   
Colorado Plateau, Christenson, et al, Utah Geological and Mineral Survey, Special study 
64, 83 pp. 

Cole, David N. and Landres, Peter B., 1995.  Indirect Effects of Recreation on Wildlife. In 
Wildlife and Recreationists—Coexistence Through Management and Research. 
Washington, DC: Island Press: Chapter 11, 183-202. 



 

Environmental Assessment 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System  

141 

Elliott, William J., 2001. Validation of the FS WEPP Interfaces for Forest Roads and 
Disturbances. 

EPA, 1974. Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health 
and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety.  April 2, 1974. 

French, Paul and Ward, Wyatt, 2012.  Recapture Canyon ATV ROW Engineered Reroutes, 
Spurs, and Pullouts Intensive Archaeological Inventory. Prepared by BLM, Monticello 
Field Office. 

Gelbard J. L. and J. Belnap. 2003. Roads as Conduits for Exotic Plant invasions in a Semiarid 
Landscape. Conservation Biology 17 (no.2 ): 420-432. 

Geren, Barbara and Jones, Julia 2006.  Predicting Sediment Delivery from small Catchments in 
the Western Cascades of Oregon using the USFS Disturbed WEPP Model. 

Jones, J.A., Swanson, F.J., Wemble, B.C., and Snyder, K.U. 2000. Effects of Roads on 

Hydrology, Geomorphology, and Disturbance Patches in Steam Networks. Conservation 

Biology, Volume 14, pp 76-85. 

Kaseloo, Paul, 2005. Synthesis of noise effects on wildlife populations, Road Ecology Center 
eScholarship Repository, University of California Davis.  

Keller, Donald R., 2007.  Recapture ATV Trails Archaeological Survey. Prepared for BLM by 
Cultural Resource Sites and Management. Baltimore, Maryland. 

Knight, R.L., and Gutzwiller, K.J. , eds., 1995. Wildlife and Recreationists: Coexistence through 
Management and Research.Washington, D.C.: Island Press. 

Nickens, P.R., Larralde, S.L. and Tucker, G.C. Jr., 1981. A Survey of Vandalism to Cultural 
Resouces in Southwestern Colorado. Cultural Resource Series Number 11, Bureau of 
Land Management, Colorado State Office, Denver Colorado 293 pp. 

Nickens, P. 1982 A Summary of the Prehistory of Southeastern Utah. In Contributions to the 
Prehistory of Southeastern Utah. Cultural Resource Series 13. Bureau of Land 
Management, Salt Lake City. 

Nickens, P. and Hull D.A., 1982. Archaeological Resources of Southwestern Colorado, San 
Juan Resource Area. Cultural Resource Series Number 12, Bureau of Land 
Management, Colorado State Office, Denver Colorado 293 pp. 

NRCS, 2014.  Custom Soil Resource Report for San Juan Area, UT and San Juan County, 
Utah, Central Part. Downloaded from NRCS Web Soil Survey 
(http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm), 2014. 

 

Ortiz, Alfonso (ed.), 1979. Southwest. Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 9. Smithsonian 
Institution, Washington, D.C. 

http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm


 

Environmental Assessment 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System  

142 

Parrish, J. R., F. P. Howe, and Norvell R.,  2002. The Utah Avian Conservation Strategy, 
Version 2.0. Salt Lake City, UT: Utah Partners in Flight Program, Utah Division of 
Wildlife Resources. 

Reijnen, R., and Foppen R., 1994. The Effects of Car Traffic on Breeding Bird Populations in 
Woodland, 1: Evidence of Reduced Habitat Quality for Willow Warblers Breeding Close 
to a Highway. Journal of Applied Ecology 31: 85-94. 

Reiter, D. and Blahna, D. 1998. Off-Highway Vehicle Four-Wheel Survey. Institute for 

OutdoorRecreation and Tourism, Utah State University, Logan, Utah. September 1998. 

Rigby, J. K., 1977, Southern Colorado Plateau: K/H Geology Field Guide Series, Kendal Hunt 

 Pub. Co., Dubuque IA, 148 p. 

Romin, L. A., and J. A. Muck, 2002. Utah Field Office Guidelines for Raptor Protection from 

Human and Land Use Disturbances. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Utah Field Office, 

Salt Lake City. 

San Juan County, 2008. San Juan County Master Plan March 2008, 117 pp. 

SCS, 1992.  Soil Conservation Service,  River Basin Study Report, Montezuma Creek River 
Basin, San Juan County, Utah Montezuma, Dolores and San Miguel Counties, Colorado. 
71pp. June 1992. 

Smith, Carley B., 2011. Recapture Canyon ATV ROW Engineered Reroutes, Spurs, and 
Pullouts Archaeological Survey Area. Prepared by BLM, Monticello Field Office. 

Spangler, L.E., Naftz, D.L. and Peterman, Z.E. 1996. Hydrology, Chemical Quality, And 
Characterization Of Salinity In The Navajo Aquifer In And Near The Greater Aneth Oil 
Field, San Juan County, Utah.  U.S. Geological Survey.  Water-Resources Investigations 
Report 96-4155, Salt Lake City, Utah 1996. 

Willey, D. W., and  Spotskey D. 1997. GIS Habitat Model for Mexican Spotted Owl Habitat in 
Utah. Utah Division of Wildlife Resources. Unpublished Final Report. Salt Lake City, UT.  

Willey, D. W., and  Spotskey D., 2000. Field Test of a Habitat Model for Mexican Spotted Owl 
Breeding Habitat. Final Report; Arizona Heritage Program, Phoenix, AZ. 

Utah Division of Parks and Recreation, 2002. Edge of the Cedars State Park Museum Resource 
Management Plan. December, 2002. 

UDWR, 2005. Surveys to Determine the Current Distribution of Roundtail Chub, Flannelmouth 
Sucker, and the Bluehead Sucker conducted by Craig Walker, Aquatic Biologist during  
December 2005. 

UDWR, 2012a. Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, Deer Herd Unit Management Plan Deer 
Herd Unit # 14 San Juan March 2012. 

UDWR, 2012b. Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, Elk Herd Unit Management Plan Elk Herd 
Unit 14 San Juan.  May 2012. 

UDWR, 2015. State of Utah Sensitive Species Identified on the Utah Conservation Database 
athttp://dwrcdc.nr.utah.gov/ucdc/viewreports/sscounty.pdf, accessed January, 2015.   

http://dwrcdc.nr.utah.gov/ucdc/viewreports/sscounty.pdf


 

Environmental Assessment 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System  

143 

USGS, 2014. National Water Information System: Web Interface. San  Juan River un 
Riverhttp://waterdata.usgs.gov/usa/nwis/inventory/?site_no=09379500&agency_cd=US
GS. Recapture Creek, http://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/inventory/?site_no=09378630. 
Accessed December 1, 2014. 

USFWS, 1993. Riparian Issue Paper: Lack of Federal Section 404 Clean Water Act Protection 
of Riparian Areas in the Arid and Semi-Arid Southwest. Arizona Ecological Services 
Office, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service.  

USFWS, 1997. Turnbull National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan. U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, March 2007. 

USFWS 2002. US Fish and Wildlife Service. Southwestern Willow Flycatcher Recovery Plan. 
Albuquerque, New Mexico. 

USFWS, 2008. Birds of Conservation Concern 2008. United States Department of the Interior,  
Fish and Wildlife Service, Division of Migratory Bird Management, Arlington, Virginia. 85 
pp. [online version available at <http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/]. 

USFWS, 2012. Recovery Plan for the Mexican Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis lucida). 

First Revision. Prepared by: Mexican Spotted Owl Recovery Team. Prepared for Region 

2, Southwest Region U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Albuquerque, New Mexico. Original 

Approval Date: October 16, 1995. Final Approval Date: November, 2012. 

USFWS 2014. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service website accessed on January 10, 2014, 
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=Q1W1. 

USFWS and NMFS, 1998. US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service   
Consultation handbook:  Procedures for Conducting Consultation and Conference 
Activities under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. 

 Utah Weed Control Association. 2012. Utah's Noxious Weed List.  Available online at 
http://www.utahweed.org/weeds.htm.  Accessed December 13, 2012.   

Varien, M.B., Lipe, W.D., Adler, M., Thompson, I.M. and Bradley, B.A.,  1996. Southwestern 
Colorado and Southeastern Utah Settlement Patterns: A.D. 1100 to 1300. In The 
Prehistoric Pueblo World A.D. 1150-1350, edited by Michael A. Adler. The University of 
Arizona Press, Tucson. 

 

  

http://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/inventory/?site_no=09378630
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=Q1W1


 

Environmental Assessment 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System  

144 

6.2 Acronyns  

ACEC  Area of Critical Environmental Concern 

ACHP  Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

amsl  above mean sea level 

APE  Area of Potential Effect 

ARPA  Archeological Resources Protection Act 

ATV  All-Terrain Vehicle 

BA Biological Assessment 

BBT Blanding to Bulldog Trail 

BLM USDI Bureau of Land Management 

BMPs Best Management Practices 

CEQ  Council on Environmental Quality 

CIA Cumulative Impact Area 

CFR  Code of Federal Regulations 

CRPP  Cultural Resources Protection Plan 

CWA  Clean Water Act 

yd3  Cubic yard 

CYFZ  BLM Canyon Country Fire Zone 

db  Decibel 

dBA  A-weighted decibel 

DOI  Department of the Interior 

DR Decision Record 

EA Environmental Assessment 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

EMS Emergency Medical Services 

ENBB Environmental Notification Bulletin Board 

EO Executive Order 

EPA US Environmental Protection Agency 

ERMA Extensive Recreation Management Area 

ESA Endangered Species Act 

FEIS Final Environmental Impact Statement 

FLPMA Federal Land Policy and Management Act 

FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact 

GHG Greenhouse Gas 
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GIS Geographic Information Systems 

HMA Herd Management Area 

HPTP  Historic Properties Treatment Plan 

IBLA Interior Board of Land Appeals 

IDT Interdisciplinary Team 

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

MOU  Memorandum of Understanding 

MFO  Monticello Field Office 

MSO  Mexican spotted owl 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NAGPRA Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 

NI no impact 

NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service 

NP not present 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

NPS USDI National Park Service 

NRCS USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service 

NRHP National Register of Historic Places 

NSO No Surface Occupancy 

OHV Off-highway Vehicle 

PA Cultural Resources Programmatic Agreement 

PFC properly functioning condition 

PFYC Potential Fossil Yield Class 

PI potential impact 

POD Plan of Development 

RMP Resource Management Plan 

ROD Record of Decision 

ROW Right-of-Way 

RS Revised Statute 

SCS USDA Soil Conservation Service 

SLM Salt Lake Meridian 

SHPO Utah State Historic Preservation Office 
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SJC San Juan County 

SOP Standard Operating Procedure 

SRMA Special Recreation Management Area 

SRP Special Recreation Permit 

SWFL Southwestern willow fly catcher 

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load 

TMP Travel Management Plan 

T&E Threatened, Endangered, Proposed, or Candidate Species 

UDWR Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 

USC US Code 

USDA US Department of Agriculture 

USDI US Department of the Interior 

USFS USDA US Forest Service 

USFWS USDI US Fish and Wildlife Service 

USGS US Geological Survey 

UT Utah 

UTV Utility Type (Terrain) Vehicle 

VRM  Visual Resource Management 

WCD  San Juan County Water Conservancy District 

WUI  Wildland-urban interface 

WYBC  Western yellow-billed cuckoo 
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Appendix A 

Cultural Resources Programmatic Agreement 
 

PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE 

USDI BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, MONTICELLO FIELD OFFICE, UTAH 

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE, 

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION, AND 

SAN JUAN COUNTY REGARDING 

THE RECAPTURE CANYON ATV TRAIL SYSTEM RIGHT-OF-WAY APPLICATION, SAN 

JUAN COUNTY, UTAH 

 

 

WHEREAS, The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Monticello Field Office has received an 

application dated November 13, 2012 from San Juan County, Utah for a light-of-way for an All 

Terrain Vehicle (ATV) trail system in the Recapture Canyon area of southeastern Utah;   and, 

 

WHEREAS, the BLM has determined that granting this right-of-way is an undertaking as 

defined in 36 CFR 800.16(y); and, 

 

WHEREAS, the BLM has determined that granting this right-of-way may have an adverse 

effect on properties included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 

Places (NRHP) and has consulted with the Utah State Historic Preservation Officer (USHPO),  

the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), and Consulting Parties to  create  this 

agreement pursuant  to 36 CFR 800.6 and 36 CFR  800.14(b);  and, 

 

WHEREAS, the BLM is responsible for government-to-government consultation with Federally 

recognized Indian Tribes for this undertaking and has  formally  invited  the  Indian  Tribes  and 

Native American organizations as interested parties to participate in consultation, and continue  

to be consulted regarding the potential effects of this project on properties to which they 

ascribe traditional religious and cultural significance; the invited Indian tribes and Native 

American organizations are Acoma Pueblo, Hopi Tribe,  Laguna  Pueblo,  Navajo  Nation,  

Santa Clara Pueblo, Uintah and Ouray Ute Tribe, Ute Mountain Ute Tribe,  White  Mesa  Ute  

Tribe,  Zia Pueblo, and Zuni  Pueblo. 

 

WHEREAS, The BLM has identified Consulting Parties pursuant to 36 CFR 800.2; and 

 

WHEREAS, the USHPO has participated in  the consultation  process  for this  Agreement  under 

36 CPR  800.2(c)(l ); and, 
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WHEREAS, the ACHP has elected to participate in the consultation process for this Agreement 

under  36 CFR  800.6(a)(l ); and, 

 

WHEREAS, the Applicant has participated in consultation and has been invited to be an Invited 

Signatory to this Agreement,  pursuant  to 36 CFR  800.6(c)(2); and, 

 

WHEREAS, the City of Blanding has participated in consultation and has been invited to be a 

Consulting Party to this Agreement; and, 

WHEREAS, the State of Utah, through the Public Lands Policy  Coordination  Office (PLPCO) 

has participated in consultation and has been invited to be a Concurring Party to this Agreement; 

and, 

 

WHEREAS, the National Trust for Historic Preservation (NTHP), Utah Professional 

Archaeological Council (UPAC), San Juan Public Entry and Access Rights (SPEAR), Great Old 

Broads for Wilderness, Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance (SUWA) and other individuals have 

participated in consultation and have been invited to be Concurring  Parties  to this  Agreement; 

and, 

 

WHEREAS, all terms in this Agreement are used in accordance with 36 CFR 800.16 unless 

defined differently; 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Consulting Parties agree that this proposed right-of-way, should it be 

granted, shall be administered in accordance with the following stipulations: 

 

STIPULATIONS 

 

The BLM will ensure that the following measures are carried out: 

 

The BLM will coordinate and oversee actions required under this Agreement as specified herein. 

 

The BLM will consult with Consulting Parties on fulfillment of stipulations associated with this 

Agreement. See Appendix A for a list of all invited Consulting Parties. 

 

Standards and Qualifications 

 

The BLM will ensure that all work undertaken  to  satisfy  the  terms  of  this  Agreement is 

done in accordance with the Programmatic Agreement Among The Bureau Of Land 
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Management, The Advisory Council On Historic Preservation, And The National 

Conference Of State Historic Preservation Officers  Regarding  The  Manner  In  Which 

BLM Will Meet Its Responsibilities Under The National  Historic  Preservation  Act and 

BLM guidelines (e.g. H-8100 Guideline for Identifying Cultural  Resources,  H-8120 

Guideline for Protecting Cultural Resources), and takes into consideration the ACHP's 

Recommended Approach for Consultation on Recovery of Significant Information from 

Archaeological  Sites,  and  Guidelines  for  Evaluating  and   Documenting   Traditional 

Cultural  Properties  (National  Register  Bulletin  38),  as  incorporated  by  reference  herein. 

 

1. Confidentiality 

 

A. The BLM shall ensure that all confidential information, as defined in Section 9 of the 

ARPA and Section 304 of the NHPA, (Appendix B) is managed in such a way that 

historic properties, archaeological resources, traditional cultural values, and sacred objects 

are not compromised, to the fullest extent available under law. 

B. Each Signatory and Concurring Party to this Agreement shall safeguard information 

about the nature and location of archaeological, historic, and traditional cultural 

properties, pursuant to Section 304 of the NHPA, and Section 9 of the ARPA. 

 

2. Inventory Procedures and Protocols 

 

A.   Area of Potential Effects 

 

The BLM, in consultation with Consulting Parties, determines that the undertaking's 

Area of Potential Effects (APE), as shown in the Visitor Effects Study, Appendix C, 

includes the Recapture Canyon area rim-to-rim, within which the trail system would be 

located; the western rim of the canyon where the trails are located including the areas 

between the trails and the rim and the staging areas. The area for evaluation of Direct 

Effects includes fifty (50) feet on each side of the proposed right-of-way centerline for a 

total one hundred (100) foot wide corridor.  Direct  Effects  will  also be evaluated 

within a fifty (50) foot buffer from the exterior margin of all trail system staging areas, 

and all areas where trail system construction and/or maintenance involves new ground-

disturbing activity and any interpretive site/locality.  The area for evaluation of Indirect 

Effects and Cumulative Effects includes all remaining area inside the  undertaking's 

APE. 
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B. Class I Cultural Resources Inventory (Cultural Resource Records Search) 

 

BLM will prepare a Class I Cultural Resources Inventory that will include the entire 

APE. A Class I inventory is a professionally prepared study that includes a compilation 

and analysis of all reasonably available cultural resource data and literature; and a 

management-focused, interpretive, q u a ntitative overview and synthesis of the data. 

The Class I Cultural Resources Inventory report will be included with the Class III 

Cultural Resources Inventory report. 

 

C. Class III Cultural Resources Inventory 

 

The BLM will conduct a Class III Cultural Resources Inventory within the APE for 

Direct Effects. 

 

D. Reporting 

 

The BLM will prepare inventory reports. The reports  will  meet  or  exceed  the 

requirements  and  recommendations  specified   in   the  ELM   Cultural  Resources 

Management 8110 and 8120 Manuals. 

 

3. Measures to Avoid, Minimize, or Mitigate Adverse Effects 

 

A.   Determinations of Effect 

 

The BLM shall assess the effect of the undertaking on historic properties by applying the 

Criteria of Effect and Adverse Effect found in 36 CFR 800.4(d) and 5. The BLM will 

provide Consulting Parties with a copy of the draft prior to SHPO consultation, and they 

will have fifteen (15) calendar days from receipt to provide comments to the BLM on the 

draft determinations. 

 

B.   Historic Properties Treatment Plan 

 

If the BLM determines that the proposed undertaking will have adverse effects on historic 

properties, the BLM will prepare an Historic Properties Treatment Plan (HPTP) to address 

those effects. The HPTP will identify the nature of the effect to which each historic 

property will be subjected, and the treatment strategies proposed to avoid, minimize, or 

mitigate the adverse effects. 

 

The BLM will provide the Consulting Parties with a draft HPTP and they will have " thirty 
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(30) calendar days from receipt to provide .comments to the BLM.  The  BLM will take 

comments into account and  prepare  the  final  HPTP,  which  will  be submitted to 

Consulting Parties and to USHPO.  USHPO will have thirty (30) calendar days to 

comment on the final HPTP. If BLM does not receive written comments from USHPO 

within thirty (30) calendar days, the BLM may assume that USHPO has no objection to 

the adequacy of the plan. 

 

C. Visitor Effects Study 

 

A scientific study to assess the effects of visitor use (motorized and non-motorized) on 

Cultural Resources in the Recapture Canyon area was developed by the BLM with 

input from the Consulting Parties. See the Visitor Effects Study (Appendix C) for 

implementation details. The BLM will complete a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan 

as part of the Visitor Effects Study. The objectives of the Cultural Resources Monitoring 

Plan are to determine baseline information about  a sample  of  sites, monitor those sites 

over time, and assess the effect of visitor use on those sites. The BLM or San Juan 

County will prepare reports detailing the outcomes  of  site monitoring and effects and 

will provide it to Consulting Parties,  following  the schedule outlined in Section 4, 

Reporting Plan, of the Visitor Effects Study. 

 

If monitoring data show that undertaking-related activity has documented adverse 

effects to historic properties, the BLM, as the party responsible for protecting cultural 

resources on Federal lands within the APE, shall follow procedures as outlined in the 

Visitor Effects Study. 

 

4. Unanticipated Discoveries 

 

A. In the event of an unanticipated discovery of cultural resources, BLM  will follow 

36CFR 800.13 and take necessary measures to protect the discovery from adverse 

effects. The BLM will evaluate the discovery and potential adverse  effects  and consult  

with  T1ibes,  USHPO  and the Consulting Parties. 

 

B. If human remains are discovered, all work (including construction or other ground 

disturbing activities) within 50 meters of the discovery will cease.  The remains will be 

dealt with as outlined in the Native American Graves and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) 

(public Law 101-601, 104 Statue 3048; 43 CFR Part 10). Work may resume at the 

discretion of the BLM once all requirements are met under applicable Federal Law. 
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5. Dispute Resolution 

 

Should any Consulting Party object, in writing, at any time to any actions proposed or the 

manner in which the terms of this Agreement are implemented, the BLM shall consult with 

the objecting party to resolve the concern within 45 days.  If the BLM determines that the 

concern cannot be resolved, the BLM shall: 

 

A. Forward all documentation relevant to the dispute, including the BLM's proposed 

resolution to the ACHP. The ACHP shall provide the BLM with its advice on the 

resolution of the concern within 30 days of receiving adequate documentation.  Prior to 

reaching a final decision on the dispute, the BLM shall prepare a written  response that 

takes into account any timely advice or comments regarding the dispute from the ACHP 

and Consulting Parties, and provide all Consulting Parties with a copy of this written 

response. The BLM will then proceed according to its final decision. 

 

B. If the ACHP does not provide its advice  regarding  the  dispute  within  30  days of 

receiving adequate documentation, the BLM may make a  final  decision  on  the 

dispute and proceed accordingly.  Prior  to reaching  a final  decision  on  the dispute, the 

BLM shall prepare a written response that takes into account any timely advice or 

comments regarding the dispute from Consulting Parties, and provide all Consulting 

Parties with a copy of this written response. 

 

C. The BLM' s responsibility to carry out all other actions subject to the terms of this 

Agreement that are not the subject of the dispute will remain unchanged. 

 

6. Amendments 

 

Any Signatory or Concurring Party to this Agreement may request that it be amended, 

whereupon the Signatories will consult to consider such amendment.  An amendment will 

go into effect upon written agreement by all Signatories. 
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7. Term 

 

This Agreement shall be effective when all Signatories have signed and will 

automatically terminate on the tenth anniversary thereof, unless each of the Signatories 

agrees to extend the term hereof through  an amendment  per Stipulation  9. 

 

8. Termination 

 

Any Signatory or Invited Signatory to this Agreement may terminate this Agreement by 

providing thirty (30) calendar days notice, in writing, to the other Signatories, provided 

that the Signatories will consult during the period prior to termination to seek agreement 

on amendments or other actions that will avoid  termination.  In the event of a 

termination, the BLM will comply with 36 CFR 800.1 et seq. with regard to actions 

covered by this Agreement. Any Concurring Party to this Agreement may withdraw its 

concurrence and participation at any time by written notice, but such withdrawal will not 

terminate  this Agreement. 

 

Execution of this Agreement by the Signatories and implementation of its terms evidence that 

the BLM has taken into account the effects of this undertaking on historic properties and afforded 

the ACHP an opportunity to comment. 

 

SIGNATORIES 

 

By: 

 

 Date:   6/20/2013 

Dennis C. Teitzel, Acting Field Office Manager BLM 

 

 

 

 

USHPO 

 

By:  Date:  
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 John M. Fowler, Executive Director 

 ACHP 

 

 

By: Date 6/24/2013 

 

Bruce Adams, Chairman San Juan County Commission San Juan 

County, Utah 

 

CONCURRING PARTIES 

 

 

Date:  

City of Blanding
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Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System Environmental Assessment 

Recapture EA Segment 1 Evaluation Form for Interdisciplinary Linear Feature Analysis 

1 Linear 

Featur

e ID 

Recapture EA Segment 1 2 Length Alternative A: 1.21 miles  

Alternative B : 1.21 miles 

Alternative C : 1.21 miles 

Alternative D : 0 miles 

Alternative E : Restoration 

Alternative F: No action 

3 Locatio

n 

Recapture Canyon  4 Date 03/09/16  

5 ID 

Team  

See attached ID team checklist 

6 Linear 

Feature 

Type 

Road  Primitive 

Road 

x Trail  Primitive 

Linear 

Feature 

 Linear 

Disturb

ance 

 Other  

7 Purpose & Need of Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear Feature: 

Alternatives A and B: Provide an opportunity for riding ATVs and UTVs in a canyon bottom setting 

where viewing of cultural resource sites would be possible. As requested by a right-of-way application 

submitted San Juan County. 

Alternative C: To provide access for ATVs, UTVs and full sized OHVs on this Segment. 

Alternative E: Restoration 

Alternative F: No Action 

 

8 Potential Resource and/or User Conflicts from Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear 

Feature: 

The Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) identified potential resource and user conflicts in the IDT checklist.  

Resources brought forward for analysis for Alternative A, cultural, wildlife, floodplains, water resources, 

paleontology, and recreation resources.  

The public identified potential resource and user conflicts that included the following: 

 

 BLM catering to special interest groups. 

 BLM’s multiple use mandate and compliance with FLPMA and other laws and regulation.  

 Rewarding illegal activity. 

 Need for the project. 
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 Conformance of the proposal with the Monticello RMP. 

 Need to establish a Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) through an amendment to the 

Monticello RMP. 

 The appropriateness of ROWs for authorizing ordinary trails on BLM lands. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA and Tribal Consultation requirements. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA Section 106 process. 

 Availability and responsibility for funding construction and law enforcement for the trail system. 

 Ability of SJC to protect resources. 

 Permission for use of private land. 

 Administrative relief in the process. 

 Full description of and assessment of a ful l  range of reasonable alternatives. 

 BLM’s ability to regulate or close the trail to protect resources. 

 Impacts on livestock grazing. 

 Impacts on Paleontology 

 Impacts of illegal use of vehicles and trail proliferation. 

 Indirect impacts of opening the trail to other uses.   

 Impacts of ATVs on air quality. 

 Impacts on cultural resources. 

 Impacts on visual resources. 

 User conflicts and impacts on recreation.  

 The impacts of noise. 

  Impacts on wildlife habitat. 

 Introduction and spread of invasive plants. 

 Impacts on riparian vegetation and habitat. 

 Impacts on transportation and access. 

 Economic impacts. 

9 Linear Feature Designation Alternatives 

Alternative 

A 

Approve 

w/Limitat

ions 

Alternative B Approve 

w/Limitat

ions 

Alternative C Approve 

w/Limitati

ons 

Alternative D Approve 

w/Limitatio

ns 

Alternative E Deny/no 

action 

10 Recommended Mitigation Measures to Minimize User and Resource Conflicts for Each 

Alternative: 

The BLM developed the following alternatives and identified mitigating actions for the proposed actions to 
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minimize impacts to resources in accordance with BLM travel management guidance and regulations 
such as the Designation criteria found in CFR 8342.1. 
 

Alternative A Proposed Action 

Segment 1 would be a total of about 1.21 miles long and would follow an existing full size vehicle road. It 

would be used by ATVs and UTVs and would begin at its junction with the BBT near Recapture Dam and 

extend in a southerly direction down the bottom of Recapture Canyon to its junction with Segments 2 and 

6. It is not approved in the Monticello Travel Plan for public use for motorized or mechanized travel. This 

segment would consist of an existing road used administratively to maintain a water pipeline authorized 

by a right-of-way issued to the San Juan County Water Conservancy District (WCD) (BLM ROW UTU-

42412). The segment becomes narrower in the very southern portion (0.7 miles) where the vegetation 

has become more overgrown and would have to be trimmed. Improvements would involve stabilizing a 

stream/drainage crossing and hardening a few dips to prevent further rutting. 

Alternative B 

Same as Alternative A. 

Alternative C  

Same route as Alternative B but in this Alternative the route would be open to full sized OHVs.  This 

would allow access to the Canyon Bottom Trailhead.   

Alternative D  

Segment 1 is not proposed for use in this alternative. 

Alternative E 

Segment 1 is not proposed for use in this alternative. 

Alternative F 

No Action Alternative 

 

 Mitigation common to Alternatives A-C 

1. Signs and markers would be placed at the trailheads, access points, segment junctions, and 

intersections with closed roads to clearly mark the route, advise the public of authorized types of 

vehicles, and the prohibition of vehicle use on closed routes and off-trail riding. 

2. This Segment was designed to mitigate impacts on cultural, riparian, water, steep slopes and soils 

resources using the following documents as baseline information: 

Smith, Carley B., 2011. Recapture Canyon ATV ROW Engineered Reroutes, Spurs, and Pullouts 
Archaeological Survey Area. Prepared by BLM, Monticello Field Office. 

BLM Manual Section 9114.Trails Design Handbook 

Stenta, Daniel, 2011.Recapture OHV Trail Engineering Assessment Report. Prepared by Canyon 
Country BLM office. 

Stenta, Daniel, 2013. Recapture OHV Trail Route Reconnaissance report.  Prepared by Canyon 
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Country BLM Office. 

3. SJC or the BLM would monitor this Segment for evidence of off-trail and unauthorized use and 

would take appropriate steps such as barricading and placement of additional signs to restrict 

motorized use to the designated trail surfaces.  

4. BLM and/or SJC would conduct monitoring and enforcement which would enhance the ability to 

control use.  

5. Signs and kiosks at the trailhead would include, but not be limited to, designated trail and road 

maps, protection of cultural resources, general trail etiquette, pack it in pack it out, and other 

information as deemed appropriate by the BLM.   

6. The Segment would be monitored for noxious weeds by the San Juan County and BLM.  Any 

occurrences would be controlled by BLM and the SJC Weed Department using standard weed 

control procedures.  

7. SJC or the BLM would monitor cultural sites in accordance with the Visitor Effects Study of the 

Programmatic Agreement for the Recapture Trails Right-of-Way.   

8. The County or BLM would assess trail conditions on an annual basis, as well as respond to 

reports from users of problems with trail condition or use.  Based on these assessments the 

necessary corrective action would be implemented.  

9. If the BLM authorized officer determines that motorized vehicles are causing or will cause 

considerable adverse impacts, the authorized officer may close or restrict trails to OHV use.  

10. One crossing of the Recapture drainage would be hardened for travel in Alternatives A, B and C. 

11 Summary Regarding the ID Team’s Proposed Action Recommendation: 

Numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of this project 

by the IDT and review of the Designation criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1. BLM considered and applied 

BLM Travel Management guidance in compliance with the Designation Criteria throughout the process of 

analyzing possible authorization of new routes and trails that could be added to the Monticello Travel 

Plan. The numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of 

this project by the IDT and review of the Designation Criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1.SJC originally 

applied for about 18.3 miles of ROW for an ATV/UTV trail system in the Recapture Canyon area on 

March 30, 2006. One of the objectives of the proposed trail system was to offer an opportunity for riding 

ATVs and UTVs in a canyon bottom setting where viewing of cultural resource sites would be possible. 

On September 7, 2007, the BLM MFO closed 1,871 acres of public lands in Recapture Canyon near the 

city of Blanding, Utah to motorized recreational use. The purpose of the closure was to protect cultural 

resources that had been adversely impacted, or were at risk for being adversely impacted, by 

unauthorized trail construction and OHV use. 

SJC submitted a revision to its ROW application to BLM on September 16, 2008 to reduce potential 

impacts on cultural resources.  In response to the ROW application, the BLM began the process of 

complying with NEPA and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). 
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SJC again amended its ROW application on November 13, 2012 to drop about 4 miles of ATV trails from 

the original proposal to minimize potential conflicts with cultural resources identified through the 

development of the PA.  The segments that were dropped from the Proposed Action include a trail that 

follows along the southern portion of Recapture Canyon and connects to the Perkins County Road (B206) 

and a trail that ascends from the bottom of Recapture Canyon to the eastern rim and then connects to the 

western rim of Jenny’s Canyon.  

BLM announced a 40-day scoping period for the project on December 17, 2013, based on the revised 

November 2012 proposal, and received input from numerous groups and individuals in response to the 

scoping notice.  In March 2014, the configuration and alignment of the proposed trail system as described 

in the Plan of Development (POD) included in the ROW application was further refined and adjusted to 

avoid and minimize impacts on water and cultural resources in response to issues identified through 

public and agency scoping. 

Current IDT recommendations for the proposed alternatives include the following: 

 Use erosion control measures where appropriate on the route and abandoned trail sections to 
help retain soil and prevent accelerated erosion.   

 Place effective barriers at appropriate access points to block access to abandoned trail sections. 

 Place signs kiosks and markers at the trailhead, access points, segment junctions, and 
intersections with closed roads to clearly mark the trail, advise the public of authorized types of 
vehicles, and the prohibition on vehicle use of closed routes and off-trail riding. 

 Monitor and control any occurrence of noxious weeds along the ROW. 
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Recapture Segmetn 2 Evaluation Form for Interdisciplinary Linear Feature Analysis 

1 Linear 

Feature 

ID 

Recapture EA Segment 2 2 Length Alternative A: 3.8 miles 

Alternative B : 3.95 

Alternative C : 3.95 

Alternative D : 0.00 miles 

Alternative E :Restoration 

0.00 miles 

Alternative F: No action 

3 Location Recapture Canyon  4 Date 03/21/16 

5 ID Team  See attached ID team checklist 

6 Linear 

Feature 

Type 

Road  Primitive 

Road 

X Trail X Primitive 

Linear 

Feature 

 Linear 

Disturb

ance 

 Other  

7 Purpose & Need of Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear Feature: 

 

Alternative A and B 

Segment 2 would be a total of about 3.78miles and maintained at a 65-inch wide. This Segment would 

provide an opportunity for riding ATVs and UTVs in a canyon bottom setting where viewing of cultural 

resource sites would be possible. As requested by a right-of-way application submitted San Juan County.  

 

Alternative C 

Segment 2 would total 3.95 miles in length and provide a variety of non-motorized recreational 

opportunities; further reduce the potential for impacts from trail construction and use of motorized vehicles 

on riparian vegetation, wildlife, cultural resources, and water resources and reduce recreational user 

conflicts. This Segment would be maintained for an 18-inch wide travel surface designated for non-

motorized (hiking, biking, and equestrian) use instead of a 65-inch wide ATV trail. 

 

Alternative D: This segment is not proposed in this Alternative.  Not constructing this segment would 

further reduce the potential for impacts from trail construction and use of motorized vehicles and 

mechanized travel on riparian vegetation; SWFL habitat; cultural and water resources and to reduce 

recreational user conflicts. 

 

Alternative E: Restoration 

 

Alternative F: No action 
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8 Potential Resource and/or User Conflicts from Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear 

Feature: 

The Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) identified potential resource and user conflicts in the IDT checklist.  

Resources brought forward for analysis for Alternative A, cultural, wildlife, floodplains, water resources, 

paleontology, and recreation resources.  

The public identified potential resource and user conflicts that included the following: 

 

 BLM catering to special interest groups. 

 BLM’s multiple use mandate and compliance with FLPMA and other laws and regulation.  

 Rewarding illegal activity. 

 Need for the project. 

 Conformance of the proposal with the Monticello RMP. 

 Need to establish a Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) through an amendment to the 

Monticello RMP. 

 The appropriateness of ROWs for authorizing ordinary trails on BLM lands. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA and Tribal Consultation requirements. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA Section 106 process. 

 Availability and responsibility for funding construction and law enforcement for the trail system. 

 Ability of SJC to protect resources. 

 Permission for use of private land. 

 Administrative relief in the process. 

 Full description of and assessment of a ful l  range of reasonable alternatives. 

 BLM’s ability to regulate or close the trail to protect resources. 

 Impacts on livestock grazing. 

 Impacts on Paleontology 

 Impacts of illegal use of vehicles and trail proliferation. 

 Indirect impacts of opening the trail to other uses.   

 Impacts of ATVs on air quality. 

 Impacts on cultural resources. 

 Impacts on visual resources. 

 User conflicts and impacts on recreation.  



 

 

Appendix B-Route Evaluation Forms   8 
Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System Environmental Assessment 

 The impacts of noise. 

  Impacts on wildlife habitat. 

 Introduction and spread of invasive plants. 

 Impacts on riparian vegetation and habitat. 

 Impacts on transportation and access. 

 Economic impacts. 

9 Linear Feature Designation Alternatives 

Alternative A Approve 

w/Limitat

ions 

Alternative B Approve 

w/Limitat

ions 

Alternative C Approve 

w/Limitati

ons 

Alternative D Approve 

w/Limitatio

ns 

Alternative E Deny/no 

action 

10 Recommended Mitigation Measures to Minimize User and Resource Conflicts for Each Alternative: 

The BLM developed the following alternatives and identified mitigating actions for the proposed actions to 
minimize impacts to resources in accordance with BLM travel management guidance and regulations such 
as the Designation criteria found in CFR 8342.1. 
  

Mitigation common to Alternatives A-C 

1. Trail or route construction would not take place during critical times for Threatened and 

Endangered Species.  

2. This Segment was designed to mitigate impacts on cultural, riparian, water, steep slopes and soils 
resources using the following documents as baseline information: 

Smith, Carley B., 2011. Recapture Canyon ATV ROW Engineered Reroutes, Spurs, and Pullouts 
Archaeological Survey Area. Prepared by BLM, Monticello Field Office. 

BLM Manual Section 9114.Trails Design Handbook 

Stenta, Daniel, 2011.Recapture OHV Trail Engineering Assessment Report. Prepared by Canyon 
Country BLM office. 

Stenta, Daniel, 2013. Recapture OHV Trail Route Reconnaissance report.  Prepared by Canyon 
Country BLM Office. 

3. The trail or route would be designed and constructed of native materials so that the tread would be 

continuous and discernible and obstacles would be removed.   

4. All existing routes that leave the Segment 2 that are not otherwise designated would be 

barricaded, signed, raked out, or otherwise obliterated. 

5. An existing bridge would be removed and drainage/stream crossings would be hardened  
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6. Hazardous materials would not be used in construction or maintenance. 

7. Water bars, check dams and check logs, and cut debris would be used where appropriate on the 

trail and abandoned trail sections to help retain soil and prevent accelerated erosion.   

8. The proposed trail system would be open for use on a yearlong basis, subject to emergency 

closures to protect human health and safety.  Signs and markers would be placed at trailheads, 

access points, segment junctions, and intersections with closed roads to clearly mark the trail, 

advise the public of authorized types of vehicles, and the prohibition on vehicle use of closed 

routes and off-trail riding. 

9. SJC or the BLM would monitor the trail system for evidence of off-trail and unauthorized use and 

would take appropriate steps such as barricading and placement of additional signs to restrict 

motorized use to the designated trail surfaces.  

10. BLM and/or SJC would conduct monitoring and enforcement which would enhance the ability to 

control use.  

11. Signs and kiosks at the trailheads would include, but not be limited to, designated trail and road 

maps, protection of cultural resources, general trail etiquette, pack it in pack it out, and other 

information as deemed appropriate by the BLM.   

12. The trails would be monitored for noxious weeds by the San Juan County and BLM.  Any 

occurrences would be controlled by BLM and the SJC Weed Department using standard weed 

control procedures.  

13. SJC or the BLM would monitor cultural sites in accordance with the Visitor Effects Study of the 

Programmatic Agreement for the Recapture Trails Right-of-Way.   

14. The County or BLM would assess trail conditions on an annual basis, as well as respond to reports 

from users of problems with trail condition or use.  Based on these assessments the necessary 

corrective action would be implemented.  

15. Abandoned segments of the trail system would be allowed to reclaim naturally after installation of 

erosion control structures. 

16. If the BLM authorized officer determines that motorized vehicles are causing or will cause 

considerable adverse impacts, the authorized officer may close or restrict trails to OHV use.  

Alternatives A and B 

1. Fourteen re-routes totaling 1.35 miles would be built away from the existing trail to establish a 
sustainable trail and avoiding cultural sites, riparian zones and steep areas.  

2.  Steep sections located in the Browns Canyon area would also require regularly spaced water 
bars.  

3. Cross ditches would be constructed along Segment 2 where the trail crosses side drainages. It is 
estimated that about 15 of these structures would be required for Segment 2.  

4. 12 sloped sections with improper drainage would require placement of regularly spaced water 
bars. Check dams would be constructed as necessary along the trail with logs or rocks to prevent 
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further rutting or gullying, and to provide fill. Where applicable, additional soil material would be 
needed to fill in eroded areas. 

Alternative B 

1. The objectives of Alternative B are to further avoid cultural resource sites, reduce trail gradient, and 

eliminate parallel trails. The length of Segment 2 would be increased by 0.15 miles to reroute the 

trail to further reduce trail gradient and avoid cultural resources. 

Alternative C 

1. Impacts would be reduced on natural resources by not allowing motorized vehicles on 3.95 miles in 
the bottom of Recapture Canyon where the existing route is becoming overgrown with vegetation, 
has many drainage and erosion problems and has a number of potential resource conflicts. An 18-
inch wide travel surface for non-motorized use would be built. 

2. In order to reduce user conflicts this alternative would not allow motorized use on Segment 2.  

 

Alternative D 

No segment construction would take place in this alternative. 

 

Alternative E: Restoration 

 

Alternative F: No action 

 

11 Summary Regarding the ID Team’s Proposed Action Recommendation: 

Numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of this project 

by the IDT and review of the Designation criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1. BLM considered and applied 

BLM Travel Management guidance in compliance with the Designation Criteria throughout the process of 

analyzing possible authorization of new routes and trails that could be added to the Monticello Travel Plan. 

The numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of this 

project by the IDT and review of the Designation Criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1.SJC originally applied 

for about 18.3 miles of ROW for an ATV/UTV trail system in the Recapture Canyon area on March 30, 

2006. One of the objectives of the proposed trail system was to offer an opportunity for riding ATVs and 

UTVs in a canyon bottom setting where viewing of cultural resource sites would be possible. On 

September 7, 2007, the BLM MFO closed 1,871 acres of public lands in Recapture Canyon near the city 

of Blanding, Utah to motorized recreational use. The purpose of the closure was to protect cultural 

resources that had been adversely impacted, or were at risk for being adversely impacted, by 

unauthorized trail construction and OHV use. 

SJC submitted a revision to its ROW application to BLM on September 16, 2008 to reduce potential 

impacts on cultural resources.  In response to the ROW application, the BLM began the process of 

complying with NEPA and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). 

SJC again amended its ROW application on November 13, 2012 to drop about 4 miles of ATV trails from 

the original proposal to minimize potential conflicts with cultural resources identified through the 

development of the PA.  The segments that were dropped from the Proposed Action include a trail that 
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follows along the southern portion of Recapture Canyon and connects to the Perkins County Road (B206) 

and a trail that ascends from the bottom of Recapture Canyon to the eastern rim and then connects to the 

western rim of Jenny’s Canyon.  

BLM announced a 40-day scoping period for the project on December 17, 2013, based on the revised 

November 2012 proposal, and received input from numerous groups and individuals in response to the 

scoping notice.  In March 2014, the configuration and alignment of the proposed trail system as described 

in the Plan of Development (POD) included in the ROW application was further refined and adjusted to 

avoid and minimize impacts on water and cultural resources in response to issues identified through public 

and agency scoping. 

Current IDT recommendations for the proposed alternative include the following: 

 Plan construction time to avoid affecting sensitive species 

 Use erosion control measures where appropriate on the trail and abandoned trail sections to help 
retain soil and prevent accelerated erosion.   

 Allow abandoned segments of the trail system to reclaim naturally 

 Place effective barriers at appropriate access points to prevent use by motorized vehicles other 
than ATVs/UTVs and block access to abandoned trail sections. 

 Place signs kiosks and markers at trailheads, access points, segment junctions, and intersections 
with closed roads to clearly mark the trail, advise the public of authorized types of vehicles, and the 
prohibition on vehicle use of closed routes and off-trail riding. 

 Monitor and control any occurrence of noxious weeds along the ROW.  

 Construct or relocate trail to avoid damage to cultural resource sites along the existing alignment. 

 Locate the trail with a tread width of 65 inches (5.4 feet) to accommodate use by UTV’s and ATV’s 
with a maintenance width of 12 feet. 

 
  



 

 

Appendix B-Route Evaluation Forms   12 
Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System Environmental Assessment 

Recapture EA Segment 3 Evaluation Form for Interdisciplinary Linear Feature Analysis 

1 Linear 

Feature 

ID 

Recapture EA Segment 3 2 Length Alternative A: 4.48 miles 

Alternative B : 4.48 miles 

Alternative C : 4.21 miles 

Alternative D : 4.21 miles 

Alternative E :Restoration 

0.0 miles 

Alternative F:  No Action 

Alternative 

3 Location Recapture Canyon  4 Date 03/21/16 

5 ID Team  See attached ID team checklist 

6 Linear 

Feature 

Type 

Road  Primitive 

Road 
x Trail  Primitive 

Linear 

Feature 

 Linear 

Disturb

ance 

 Other  

7 Purpose & Need of Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear Feature: 

 Segment 3 would be a total of about 4.48 miles in length in Alternative A and B and 4.21 miles in length 

for Alternative C and D.  This 65-inch wide travel surface Segment would traverse the western rim of 

Recapture Canyon and connect the Browns Canyon Trailhead at the south end to the BBT on the north 

end. This Segment would provide access to eight pullouts with most providing views of cultural sites in 

Recapture Canyon.  

8 Potential Resource and/or User Conflicts from Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear 

Feature: 

The Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) identified potential resource and user conflicts in the IDT checklist.  

Resources brought forward for analysis for Alternative A, cultural, wildlife, floodplains, water resources, 

paleontology, and recreation resources.  

The public identified potential resource and user conflicts that included the following: 

 BLM catering to special interest groups. 

 BLM’s multiple use mandate and compliance with FLPMA and other laws and regulation.  

 Rewarding illegal activity. 

 Need for the project. 

 Conformance of the proposal with the Monticello RMP. 

 Need to establish a Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) through an amendment to the 

Monticello RMP. 

 The appropriateness of ROWs for authorizing ordinary trails on BLM lands. 
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 BLM compliance with the NHPA and Tribal Consultation requirements. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA Section 106 process. 

 Availability and responsibility for funding construction and law enforcement for the trail system. 

 Ability of SJC to protect resources. 

 Permission for use of private land. 

 Administrative relief in the process. 

 Full description of and assessment of a ful l  range of reasonable alternatives. 

 BLM’s ability to regulate or close the trail to protect resources. 

 Impacts on livestock grazing. 

 Impacts on Paleontology 

 Impacts of illegal use of vehicles and trail proliferation. 

 Indirect impacts of opening the trail to other uses.   

 Impacts of ATVs on air quality. 

 Impacts on cultural resources. 

 Impacts on visual resources. 

 User conflicts and impacts on recreation.  

 The impacts of noise. 

  Impacts on wildlife habitat. 

 Introduction and spread of invasive plants. 

 Impacts on riparian vegetation and habitat. 

 Impacts on transportation and access. 

 Economic impacts. 

9 Linear Feature Designation Alternatives 

Alternative A Approve 

w/Limitat

ions 

Alternative B Approve 

w/Limitat

ions 

Alternative C Approve 

w/Limitati

ons 

Alternative D Approve 

w/Limitatio

ns 

Alternative E Deny/no 

action 

10 Recommended Mitigation Measures to Minimize User and Resource Conflicts for Each Alternative: 

The BLM developed the following alternatives and identified mitigating actions for the proposed actions to minimize 
impacts to resources in accordance with BLM travel management guidance and regulations such as the Designation 
criteria found in CFR 8342.1. 

Alternative A Proposed Action 

Route designed with input from San Juan County and the Monticello BLM office include reroutes to avoid cultural 
resource sites.  
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Alternative B 

Same as Alternative A 

Alternative C  

The southern end of this Segment was terminated and Segment 10 was created.  This new Segment will 

allow access to the Browns Canyon Trailhead.  The trailhead was moved further from a residential 

location.  Changing the location will lessen noise and dust impacts on the residential area. 

Mitigation common to Alternatives A-D 

1. Trail construction would not take place during critical times for Threatened and Endangered 

Species.  

2. Nine areas of construction outside of existing trail alignment would be built to avoid cultural 

resources. 

3. This Segment was designed to mitigate impacts on cultural, riparian, water, steep slopes and soils 
resources using the following documents as baseline information: 

Smith, Carley B., 2011. Recapture Canyon ATV ROW Engineered Reroutes, Spurs, and Pullouts 
Archaeological Survey Area. Prepared by BLM, Monticello Field Office. 

BLM Manual Section 9114.Trails Design Handbook 

Stenta, Daniel, 2011.Recapture OHV Trail Engineering Assessment Report. Prepared by Canyon 
Country BLM office. 

Stenta, Daniel, 2013. Recapture OHV Trail Route Reconnaissance report.  Prepared by Canyon 
Country BLM Office. 

4. The trail would be designed and constructed of native materials so that the tread would be 

continuous and discernible and obstacles would be removed.   

5. All existing routes that leave the ROW and that are not otherwise designated would be barricaded, 

signed, raked out, or otherwise obliterated. 

6. Hazardous materials would not be used in construction or maintenance. 

7. Water bars, check dams and check logs, and cut debris would be used where appropriate on the 

trail and abandoned trail sections to help retain soil and prevent accelerated erosion.   

8. The proposed Segment would be open for use on a yearlong basis, subject to emergency closures 

to protect human health and safety.   

9. Signs and markers would be placed at trailheads, access points, segment junctions, and 

intersections with closed roads to clearly mark the trail, advise the public of authorized types of 

vehicles, and the prohibition on vehicle use of closed routes and off-trail riding. 

10. SJC or the BLM would monitor the trail system for evidence of off-trail and unauthorized use and 
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would take appropriate steps such as barricading and placement of additional signs to restrict 

motorized use to the designated trail surfaces.  

11. BLM and/or SJC would conduct monitoring and enforcement which would enhance the ability to 

control use.  

12. Signs and kiosks at the trailheads would include, but not be limited to, designated trail and road 

maps, protection of cultural resources, general trail etiquette, pack it in pack it out, and other 

information as deemed appropriate by the BLM.   

13. The trails would be monitored for noxious weeds by the San Juan County and BLM.  Any 

occurrences would be controlled by BLM and the SJC Weed Department using standard weed 

control procedures.  

14. SJC or the BLM would monitor cultural sites in accordance with the Visitor Effects Study of the 

Programmatic Agreement for the Recapture Trails Right-of-Way.   

15. The County or BLM would assess trail conditions on an annual basis, as well as respond to reports 

from users of problems with trail condition or use.  Based on these assessments the necessary 

corrective action would be implemented.  

16. Abandoned segments of the trail system would be allowed to reclaim naturally after installation of 

erosion control structures. 

17. If the BLM authorized officer determines that motorized vehicles are causing or will cause 

considerable adverse impacts, the authorized officer may close or restrict trails to OHV use.  

11 Summary Regarding the ID Team’s Proposed Action Recommendation: 

Numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of this project 

by the IDT and review of the Designation criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1. BLM considered and applied 

BLM Travel Management guidance in compliance with the Designation Criteria throughout the process of 

analyzing possible authorization of new routes and trails that could be added to the Monticello Travel Plan. 

The numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of this 

project by the IDT and review of the Designation Criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1.SJC originally applied 

for about 18.3 miles of ROW for an ATV/UTV trail system in the Recapture Canyon area on March 30, 

2006. One of the objectives of the proposed trail system was to offer an opportunity for riding ATVs and 

UTVs in a canyon bottom setting where viewing of cultural resource sites would be possible. On 

September 7, 2007, the BLM MFO closed 1,871 acres of public lands in Recapture Canyon near the city 

of Blanding, Utah to motorized recreational use. The purpose of the closure was to protect cultural 

resources that had been adversely impacted, or were at risk for being adversely impacted, by 

unauthorized trail construction and OHV use. 

SJC submitted a revision to its ROW application to BLM on September 16, 2008 to reduce potential 

impacts on cultural resources.  In response to the ROW application, the BLM began the process of 

complying with NEPA and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). 

SJC again amended its ROW application on November 13, 2012 to drop about 4 miles of ATV trails from 

the original proposal to minimize potential conflicts with cultural resources identified through the 
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development of the PA.  The segments that were dropped from the Proposed Action include a trail that 

follows along the southern portion of Recapture Canyon and connects to the Perkins County Road (B206) 

and a trail that ascends from the bottom of Recapture Canyon to the eastern rim and then connects to the 

western rim of Jenny’s Canyon.  

BLM announced a 40-day scoping period for the project on December 17, 2013, based on the revised 

November 2012 proposal, and received input from numerous groups and individuals in response to the 

scoping notice.  In March 2014, the configuration and alignment of the proposed trail system as described 

in the Plan of Development (POD) included in the ROW application was further refined and adjusted to 

avoid and minimize impacts on water and cultural resources in response to issues identified through public 

and agency scoping. 

Current IDT recommendations for the proposed alternative include the following: 

 

 Plan construction time to avoid affecting sensitive species 

 Use erosion control measures where appropriate on the trail and abandoned trail sections to help 
retain soil and prevent accelerated erosion.   

 Allow abandoned segments of the trail system to reclaim naturally. 

 Place effective barriers at appropriate access points to prevent unauthorized motorized use. 

 Place signs kiosks and markers at trailheads, access points, segment junctions, and intersections 
with closed roads to clearly mark the trail, advise the public of authorized types of vehicles, and the 
prohibition on vehicle use of closed routes and off-trail riding. 

 Monitor and control any occurrence of noxious weeds along the ROW.  
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Recapture EA Segment 4 Evaluation Form for Interdisciplinary Linear Feature Analysis 

1 Linear 

Feature 

ID 

Recapture EA Segment 4  2 

 

Length Alternative A: 0.79 miles 

Alternative B : 0.66. miles 

Alternative C : 0.66. miles 

Alternative D :Restoration 

0.00 miles 

Alternative E : No action 

3 Location Recapture Canyon  4 Date 03/11/16  

5 ID Team  See attached ID team checklist 

6 Linear 

Feature 

Type 

Road  Primitive 

Road 

 Trail X Primitive 

Linear 

Feature 

 Linear 

Disturb

ance 

 Other  

7 Purpose & Need of Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear Feature: 

Alternative A: To avoid steep slopes and reduce trail gradient and erosion. 

 

Alternative B: Same as alternative A, except the length of Segment 4 would be reduced by 0.13 miles to 

more directly connect to the BBT 

 

Alternative C: To avoid steep slopes and eliminate 0.12 miles of trail that parallel the BBT 

 

Alternative D: To further reduce the potential for impacts from trail construction and use of motorized 

vehicles on cultural resources, and to reduce recreational user conflicts. 

  

Alternative E: Restoration 

 

Alternative F: No Action 

 

8 Potential Resource and/or User Conflicts from Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear 

Feature: 

 

The Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) identified potential resource and user conflicts in the IDT checklist.  

Resources brought forward for analysis include cultural, wildlife, floodplains, water resources, 
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paleontology, and recreation resources. 

The public identified potential resource and user conflicts that included the following: 

 BLM catering to special interest groups. 

 BLM’s multiple use mandate and compliance with FLPMA and other laws and regulation.  

 Rewarding illegal activity. 

 Need for the project. 

 Conformance of the proposal with the Monticello RMP. 

 Need to establish a Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) through an amendment to the 

Monticello RMP. 

 The appropriateness of ROWs for authorizing ordinary trails on BLM lands. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA and Tribal Consultation requirements. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA Section 106 process. 

 Availability and responsibility for funding construction and law enforcement for the trail system. 

 Ability of SJC to protect resources. 

 Permission for use of private land. 

 Administrative relief in the process. 

 Full description of and assessment of a ful l  range of reasonable alternatives. 

 BLM’s ability to regulate or close the trail to protect resources. 

 Impacts on livestock grazing. 

 Impacts on Paleontology 

 Impacts of illegal use of vehicles and trail proliferation. 

 Indirect impacts of opening the trail to other uses.   

 Impacts of ATVs on air quality. 

 Impacts on cultural resources. 

 Impacts on visual resources. 

 User conflicts and impacts on recreation.  

 The impacts of noise. 

  Impacts on wildlife habitat. 

 Introduction and spread of invasive plants. 

 Impacts on riparian vegetation and habitat. 

 Impacts on transportation and access. 

 Economic impacts 
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9 Linear Feature Designation Alternatives 

Alternative A Approve 

w/Limitat

ions 

Alternative B Approve 

w/Limitat

ions 

Alternative C Approve 

w/Limitati

ons 

Alternative D Approve 

w/Limitatio

ns 

Alternative E Deny/no 

action 

10 Recommended Mitigation Measures to Minimize User and Resource Conflicts for Each Alternative: 

The BLM developed the following alternatives and identified mitigating actions for the proposed actions to 
minimize impacts to resources in accordance with BLM travel management guidance and regulations such 
as the Designation criteria found in CFR 8342.1. 

Alternative A Proposed Action 

Segment 4 would begin at the Lem’s Canyon Trailhead and proceed southeast down Lem’s Draw to its 
junction with the BBT. This segment would be a total of about 0.79 miles in length of which 0.72 is existing 
trail and 0.07 miles would be newly constructed trail.   This route was redesigned from the original 
application to include one reroute from the existing trail providing mitigation for one cultural resource site. 

Alternatives B, C and D 

Segment 4 in these Alternatives would be that same as Alternative A except the length would be reduced 

by 0.13 miles to more directly connect to the BBT. 

  

Mitigation common to Alternatives A-D 

1. Route construction would not take place during critical times for Threatened and Endangered 

Species.  

2. The route would be designed and constructed of native materials so that the tread would be 

continuous and discernible and obstacles would be removed.   

3. All existing routes that leave the ROW and that are not otherwise designated would be barricaded, 

signed, raked out, or otherwise obliterated. 

4. Hazardous materials would not be used in construction or maintenance. 

5. Signs and markers would be placed at trailheads, access points, segment junctions, and 

intersections with closed roads to clearly mark the trail, advise the public of authorized types of 

vehicles, and the prohibition on vehicle use of closed routes and off-trail riding. 

6. SJC or the BLM would monitor the trail system for evidence of off-trail and unauthorized use and 

would take appropriate steps such as barricading and placement of additional signs to restrict 

motorized use to the designated trail surfaces.  

7. BLM and/or SJC would conduct monitoring and enforcement which would enhance the ability to 

control use.  

8. Signs and kiosks at the trailheads would include, but not be limited to, designated trail and road 

maps, protection of cultural resources, general trail etiquette, pack it in pack it out, and other 
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information as deemed appropriate by the BLM.   

9. The trails would be monitored for noxious weeds by the San Juan County and BLM.  Any 

occurrences would be controlled by BLM and the SJC Weed Department using standard weed 

control procedures.  

10. SJC or the BLM would monitor cultural sites in accordance with the Visitor Effects Study of the 

Programmatic Agreement for the Recapture Trails Right-of-Way.   

11. The County or BLM would assess trail conditions on an annual basis, as well as respond to reports 

from users of problems with trail condition or use.  Based on these assessments the necessary 

corrective action would be implemented.  

12. Abandoned segments of the trail system would be allowed to reclaim naturally after installation of 

erosion control structures. 

13. If the BLM authorized officer determines that motorized vehicles are causing or will cause 

considerable adverse impacts, the authorized officer may close or restrict trails to OHV use.  

Alternative B 

1. One reroute has been designed to avoid one cultural resource site.   

2. The length of Segment 4 would be reduced by 0.13 miles to more directly connect to the BBT. 

Alternatives C and D 

1. Same as Alternative B.  

 

 

10 Summary Regarding the ID Team’s Proposed Action Recommendation: 

Numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of this project 

by the IDT and review of the Designation criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1. BLM considered and applied 

BLM Travel Management guidance in compliance with the Designation Criteria throughout the process of 

analyzing possible authorization of new routes and trails that could be added to the Monticello Travel Plan. 

The numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of this 

project by the IDT and review of the Designation Criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1.SJC originally applied 

for about 18.3 miles of ROW for an ATV/UTV trail system in the Recapture Canyon area on March 30, 

2006. One of the objectives of the proposed trail system was to offer an opportunity for riding ATVs and 

UTVs in a canyon bottom setting where viewing of cultural resource sites would be possible. On 

September 7, 2007, the BLM MFO closed 1,871 acres of public lands in Recapture Canyon near the city 

of Blanding, Utah to motorized recreational use. The purpose of the closure was to protect cultural 

resources that had been adversely impacted, or were at risk for being adversely impacted, by 

unauthorized trail construction and OHV use. 

SJC submitted a revision to its ROW application to BLM on September 16, 2008 to reduce potential 

impacts on cultural resources.  In response to the ROW application, the BLM began the process of 
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complying with NEPA and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). 

SJC again amended its ROW application on November 13, 2012 to drop about 4 miles of ATV trails from 

the original proposal to minimize potential conflicts with cultural resources identified through the 

development of the PA.  The segments that were dropped from the Proposed Action include a trail that 

follows along the southern portion of Recapture Canyon and connects to the Perkins County Road (B206) 

and a trail that ascends from the bottom of Recapture Canyon to the eastern rim and then connects to the 

western rim of Jenny’s Canyon.  

BLM announced a 40-day scoping period for the project on December 17, 2013, based on the revised 

November 2012 proposal, and received input from numerous groups and individuals in response to the 

scoping notice.  In March 2014, the configuration and alignment of the proposed trail system as described 

in the Plan of Development (POD) included in the ROW application was further refined and adjusted to 

avoid and minimize impacts on water and cultural resources in response to issues identified through public 

and agency scoping. 

 

Current IDT recommendations for the proposed alternative include the following: 

 

 Plan construction time to avoid affecting sensitive species 

 Use erosion control measures where appropriate on the route and abandoned route sections to 
help retain soil and prevent accelerated erosion. 

  Place effective barriers at appropriate access points to prevent use by motorized vehicles. 

 Place signs kiosks and markers at trailheads, access points, segment junctions, and intersections 
with closed roads to clearly mark the trail, advise the public of authorized types of vehicles, and the 
prohibition on vehicle use of closed routes and off-trail riding. 

 Monitor and control any occurrence of noxious weeds along the ROW.  
 Relocate route in one location trail to avoid damage to a cultural resource site along the existing 

alignment.  
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Recapture EA Segment 5 Evaluation Form for Interdisciplinary Linear Feature Analysis 

1 Linear 

Feature 

ID 

Recapture EA Segment 5 2 Length Alternative A: 0.66 miles 

Alternative B : 0.66 miles 

Alternative C : 0.66 miles 

Alternative D :0.66 miles 

Alternative E : Restoration 

Alternative F: No Action 

3 Location Recapture Canyon  4 Date 03/11/16 

5 ID Team  See attached ID team checklist 

6 Linear 

Feature 

Type 

Road  Primitive 

Road 

X Trail  Primitive 

Linear 

Feature 

 Linear 

Disturb

ance 

 Other  

7 Purpose & Need of Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear Feature: 

Alternative A: Provide an opportunity for riding ATVs, UTVs and full size vehicles where viewing of 

cultural resource sites would be possible. As requested by a right-of-way application submitted San Juan 

County.  

Alternative B: Same as Alternative A 

 

Alternative C: To provide use for ATV’s and full-sized vehicles 

 

Alternative D: Same as Alternative C 

 

Alternative E: Restoration 

 

Alternative F: No action 

 

8 Potential Resource and/or User Conflicts from Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear 

Feature: 

The Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) identified potential resource and user conflicts in the IDT checklist.  

Resources brought forward for analysis for Alternative A, cultural, wildlife, floodplains, water resources, 

paleontology, and recreation resources. 

The public identified potential resource and user conflicts that included the following: 



 

 

Appendix B-Route Evaluation Forms   23 
Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System Environmental Assessment 

 

 BLM catering to special interest groups. 

 BLM’s multiple use mandate and compliance with FLPMA and other laws and regulation.  

 Rewarding illegal activity. 

 Need for the project. 

 Conformance of the proposal with the Monticello RMP. 

 Need to establish a Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) through an amendment to the 

Monticello RMP. 

 The appropriateness of ROWs for authorizing ordinary trails on BLM lands. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA and Tribal Consultation requirements. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA Section 106 process. 

 Availability and responsibility for funding construction and law enforcement for the trail system. 

 Ability of SJC to protect resources. 

 Permission for use of private land. 

 Administrative relief in the process. 

 Full description of and assessment of a ful l  range of reasonable alternatives. 

 BLM’s ability to regulate or close the trail to protect resources. 

 Impacts on livestock grazing. 

 Impacts on Paleontology 

 Impacts of illegal use of vehicles and trail proliferation. 

 Indirect impacts of opening the trail to other uses.   

 Impacts of ATVs on air quality. 

 Impacts on cultural resources. 

 Impacts on visual resources. 

 User conflicts and impacts on recreation.  

 The impacts of noise. 

  Impacts on wildlife habitat. 

 Introduction and spread of invasive plants. 

 Impacts on riparian vegetation and habitat. 

 Impacts on transportation and access. 

 Economic impacts.  

9 Linear Feature Designation Alternatives 
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Alternative A Approve 

w/Limitat

ions 

Alternative B Approve 

w/Limitat

ions 

Alternative C Approve 

w/Limitati

ons 

Alternative D Approve 

w/Limitatio

ns 

Alternative E Deny/no 

action 

10 Recommended Mitigation Measures to Minimize User and Resource Conflicts for Each Alternative: 

The BLM developed the following alternatives and identified mitigating actions for the proposed actions to 
minimize impacts to resources in accordance with BLM travel management guidance and regulations such 
as the Designation criteria found in CFR 8342.1. 

Alternative A Proposed Action 

Segment 5 would originate from SJC road B238 north of the Lem’s Draw trailhead and proceed south and 
southeast to its junction with the BBT. This segment would be about 0.66 miles in length and would be 65 
inches in length.  Segment 5 would follow an existing two-track road.  
 
Alternative B 

Same as Alternative  A 

Alternatives C and D 

Same location as in Alternative A, but would be for full sized vehicles with a 14 foot approved width. 

 

 Mitigation common to Alternatives A-D 
1. All existing routes that leave the ROW and that are not otherwise designated would be barricaded, 

signed, raked out, or otherwise obliterated. 

2. Hazardous materials would not be used in construction or maintenance. 

3. Water bars, check dams and check logs, and cut debris would be used where appropriate on the 

route and abandoned trail sections to help retain soil and prevent accelerated erosion.   

4. Signs and markers would be placed at trailheads, access points, segment junctions, and 

intersections with closed roads to clearly mark the trail, advise the public of authorized types of 

vehicles, and the prohibition on vehicle use of closed routes and off-trail riding. 

5. SJC or the BLM would monitor the trail system for evidence of off-trail and unauthorized use and 

would take appropriate steps such as barricading and placement of additional signs to restrict 

motorized use to the designated trail surfaces.  

6. BLM and/or SJC would conduct monitoring and enforcement which would enhance the ability to 

control use.  

7. Signs and kiosks at the trailheads would include, but not be limited to, designated trail and road 

maps, protection of cultural resources, general trail etiquette, pack it in pack it out, and other 

information as deemed appropriate by the BLM.   

8. The trails would be monitored for noxious weeds by the San Juan County and BLM.  Any 

occurrences would be controlled by BLM and the SJC Weed Department using standard weed 
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control procedures.  

9. SJC or the BLM would monitor cultural sites in accordance with the Visitor Effects Study of the 

Programmatic Agreement for the Recapture Trails Right-of-Way.   

10. The County or BLM would assess route conditions on an annual basis, as well as respond to 

reports from users of problems with trail condition or use.  Based on these assessments the 

necessary corrective action would be implemented.  

11. Abandoned segments of the trail system would be allowed to reclaim naturally after installation of 

erosion control structures. 

12. If the BLM authorized officer determines that motorized vehicles are causing or will cause 

considerable adverse impacts, the authorized officer may close or restrict trails to OHV use.  

11 Summary Regarding the ID Team’s Proposed Action Recommendation: 

Numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of this project 

by the IDT and review of the Designation criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1. BLM considered and applied 

BLM Travel Management guidance in compliance with the Designation Criteria throughout the process of 

analyzing possible authorization of new routes and trails that could be added to the Monticello Travel Plan. 

The numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of this 

project by the IDT and review of the Designation Criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1.SJC originally applied 

for about 18.3 miles of ROW for an ATV/UTV trail system in the Recapture Canyon area on March 30, 

2006. One of the objectives of the proposed trail system was to offer an opportunity for riding ATVs and 

UTVs in a canyon bottom setting where viewing of cultural resource sites would be possible. On 

September 7, 2007, the BLM MFO closed 1,871 acres of public lands in Recapture Canyon near the city 

of Blanding, Utah to motorized recreational use. The purpose of the closure was to protect cultural 

resources that had been adversely impacted, or were at risk for being adversely impacted, by 

unauthorized trail construction and OHV use. 

SJC submitted a revision to its ROW application to BLM on September 16, 2008 to reduce potential 

impacts on cultural resources.  In response to the ROW application, the BLM began the process of 

complying with NEPA and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). 

SJC again amended its ROW application on November 13, 2012 to drop about 4 miles of ATV trails from 

the original proposal to minimize potential conflicts with cultural resources identified through the 

development of the PA.  The segments that were dropped from the Proposed Action include a trail that 

follows along the southern portion of Recapture Canyon and connects to the Perkins County Road (B206) 

and a trail that ascends from the bottom of Recapture Canyon to the eastern rim and then connects to the 

western rim of Jenny’s Canyon.  

BLM announced a 40-day scoping period for the project on December 17, 2013, based on the revised 

November 2012 proposal, and received input from numerous groups and individuals in response to the 

scoping notice.  In March 2014, the configuration and alignment of the proposed trail system as described 

in the Plan of Development (POD) included in the ROW application was further refined and adjusted to 

avoid and minimize impacts on water and cultural resources in response to issues identified through public 

and agency scoping. 

Current IDT recommendations for the proposed alternative include the following: 



 

 

Appendix B-Route Evaluation Forms   26 
Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System Environmental Assessment 

 Plan construction time to avoid affecting sensitive species 

 Use erosion control measures where appropriate on the trail and abandoned trail sections to help 
retain soil and prevent accelerated erosion.   

 Allow abandoned segments of the trail system to reclaim naturally. 

 Place effective barriers at appropriate access points to prevent use by motorized vehicles other 
than ATVs/UTVs and block access to abandoned trail sections. 

 Place signs kiosks and markers at trailheads, access points, segment junctions, and intersections 
with closed roads to clearly mark the trail, advise the public of authorized types of vehicles, and the 
prohibition on vehicle use of closed routes and off-trail riding. 

 Monitor and control any occurrence of noxious weeds along the ROW.  

 Construct or relocate trail to avoid damage to cultural resource sites along the existing alignment. 
 Locate the trail with a tread width of 65 inches (5.4 feet) to accommodate use by UTV’s and ATV’s 

with a maintenance width of 12 feet.  
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Segment 6 Evaluation Form for Interdisciplinary Linear Feature Analysis 

1 Linear 

Feature 

ID 

Recapture EA Segment 6 2 Length Alternative A: 0.73 miles 

Alternative B : 0.75 miles 

Alternative C : 0.75 miles 

Alternative D : 0.00 miles 

Alternative E : Restoration 

Alternative F: No Action 

3 Location Recapture Canyon  4 Date 03/21/16 

5 ID Team  See attached ID team checklist 

6 Linear 

Feature 

Type 

Road  Primitive 

Road 

 Trail X Primitive 

Linear 

Feature 

 Linear 

Disturb

ance 

 Other  

7 Purpose & Need of Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear Feature: 

Provide an opportunity for riding ATVs and UTVs in a canyon bottom setting and access to the west mesa 

where viewing of cultural resource sites would be possible. As requested by a right-of-way application 

submitted San Juan County.  

 

8 Potential Resource and/or User Conflicts from Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear 

Feature: 

The Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) identified potential resource and user conflicts in the IDT checklist.  

Resources brought forward for analysis for Alternative A, cultural, wildlife, floodplains, water resources, 

paleontology, and recreation resources.  

The public identified potential resource and user conflicts that included the following: 

 BLM catering to special interest groups. 

 BLM’s multiple use mandate and compliance with FLPMA and other laws and regulation.  

 Rewarding illegal activity. 

 Need for the project. 

 Conformance of the proposal with the Monticello RMP. 

 Need to establish a Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) through an amendment to the 

Monticello RMP. 

 The appropriateness of ROWs for authorizing ordinary trails on BLM lands. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA and Tribal Consultation requirements. 



 

 

Appendix B-Route Evaluation Forms   28 
Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System Environmental Assessment 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA Section 106 process. 

 Availability and responsibility for funding construction and law enforcement for the trail system. 

 Ability of SJC to protect resources. 

 Permission for use of private land. 

 Administrative relief in the process. 

 Full description of and assessment of a ful l  range of reasonable alternatives. 

 BLM’s ability to regulate or close the trail to protect resources. 

 Impacts on livestock grazing. 

 Impacts on Paleontology 

 Impacts of illegal use of vehicles and trail proliferation. 

 Indirect impacts of opening the trail to other uses.   

 Impacts of ATVs on air quality. 

 Impacts on cultural resources. 

 Impacts on visual resources. 

 User conflicts and impacts on recreation.  

 The impacts of noise. 

  Impacts on wildlife habitat. 

 Introduction and spread of invasive plants. 

 Impacts on riparian vegetation and habitat. 

 Impacts on transportation and access. 

 Economic impacts.  

9 Linear Feature Designation Alternatives 

Alternative A Approve 

w/Limitat

ions 

Alternative B Approve 

w/Limitat

ions 

Alternative C Approve 

w/Limitati

ons 

Alternative D Approve 

w/Limitatio

ns 

Alternative E Deny/no 

action 

10 Recommended Mitigation Measures to Minimize User and Resource Conflicts for Each Alternative: 

The BLM developed the following alternatives and identified mitigating actions for the proposed actions to 
minimize impacts to resources in accordance with BLM travel management guidance and regulations such 
as the Designation criteria found in CFR 8342.1. 
 
Alternative A Proposed Action 

Segment 6 would begin in the bottom of Recapture Canyon at its junction with Segments 1 and 2 and 

would climb out of the Canyon and proceed to the northwest to its junction with the BBT. This segment 

would be about 0.73 miles in length of which 0.54 are an existing trail and 0.19 miles would be newly 

constructed trail.  This route includes on reroute from the existing trail to reduce trail gradient. 
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Alternative B 

The length of Segment 6 would be increased by 0.02 miles to reduce trail gradient on steep slopes with 

highly erodible soil and to avoid cultural resource sites. 

Alternative C  

Same as Alternative B 

Mitigation common to Alternatives A-C 
 

1. Trail construction would not take place during critical times for Threatened and Endangered 

Species.  

2. The trail would be designed and constructed of native materials so that the tread would be 

continuous and discernible and obstacles would be removed.   

3. All existing routes that leave the ROW and that are not otherwise designated would be barricaded, 

signed, raked out, or otherwise obliterated. 

4. Hazardous materials would not be used in construction or maintenance. 

5. Water bars, check dams and check logs, and cut debris would be used where appropriate on the 

trail and abandoned trail sections to help retain soil and prevent accelerated erosion.   

6. The proposed trail system would be open for use on a yearlong basis, subject to emergency 

closures to protect human health and safety.  Effective barriers would be placed at appropriate 

access points to prevent use by motorized vehicles other than ATVs/UTVs (65 inches wide or less) 

and access to abandoned trail sections would be blocked by placement of rocks and vegetative 

materials. 

7. Signs and markers would be placed at trailheads, access points, segment junctions, and 

intersections with closed roads to clearly mark the trail, advise the public of authorized types of 

vehicles, and the prohibition on vehicle use of closed routes and off-trail riding. 

8. SJC or the BLM would monitor the trail system for evidence of off-trail and unauthorized use and 

would take appropriate steps such as barricading and placement of additional signs to restrict 

motorized use to the designated trail surfaces.  

9. BLM and/or SJC would conduct monitoring and enforcement which would enhance the ability to 

control use.  

10. Signs and kiosks at the trailheads would include, but not be limited to, designated trail and road 

maps, protection of cultural resources, general trail etiquette, pack it in pack it out, and other 

information as deemed appropriate by the BLM.   

11. The trails would be monitored for noxious weeds by the San Juan County and BLM.  Any 

occurrences would be controlled by BLM and the SJC Weed Department using standard weed 

control procedures.  
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12. SJC or the BLM would monitor cultural sites in accordance with the Visitor Effects Study of the 

Programmatic Agreement for the Recapture Trails Right-of-Way.   

13. The County or BLM would assess trail conditions on an annual basis, as well as respond to reports 

from users of problems with trail condition or use.  Based on these assessments the necessary 

corrective action would be implemented.  

14. Abandoned segments of the trail system would be allowed to reclaim naturally after installation of 

erosion control structures. 

15. If the BLM authorized officer determines that motorized vehicles are causing or will cause 

considerable adverse impacts, the authorized officer may close or restrict trails to OHV use.  

Alternatives B and C 

1. The length of Segment 6 would be increased by 0.02 miles to reduce trail gradient on steep slopes 

with highly erodible soil and to avoid cultural resource sites.  

11 Summary Regarding the ID Team’s Proposed Action Recommendation: 

Numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of this project 

by the IDT and review of the Designation criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1. BLM considered and applied 

BLM Travel Management guidance in compliance with the Designation Criteria throughout the process of 

analyzing possible authorization of new routes and trails that could be added to the Monticello Travel Plan. 

The numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of this 

project by the IDT and review of the Designation Criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1.SJC originally applied 

for about 18.3 miles of ROW for an ATV/UTV trail system in the Recapture Canyon area on March 30, 

2006. One of the objectives of the proposed trail system was to offer an opportunity for riding ATVs and 

UTVs in a canyon bottom setting where viewing of cultural resource sites would be possible. On 

September 7, 2007, the BLM MFO closed 1,871 acres of public lands in Recapture Canyon near the city 

of Blanding, Utah to motorized recreational use. The purpose of the closure was to protect cultural 

resources that had been adversely impacted, or were at risk for being adversely impacted, by 

unauthorized trail construction and OHV use. 

SJC submitted a revision to its ROW application to BLM on September 16, 2008 to reduce potential 

impacts on cultural resources.  In response to the ROW application, the BLM began the process of 

complying with NEPA and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). 

SJC again amended its ROW application on November 13, 2012 to drop about 4 miles of ATV trails from 

the original proposal to minimize potential conflicts with cultural resources identified through the 

development of the PA.  The segments that were dropped from the Proposed Action include a trail that 

follows along the southern portion of Recapture Canyon and connects to the Perkins County Road (B206) 

and a trail that ascends from the bottom of Recapture Canyon to the eastern rim and then connects to the 

western rim of Jenny’s Canyon.  

BLM announced a 40-day scoping period for the project on December 17, 2013, based on the revised 

November 2012 proposal, and received input from numerous groups and individuals in response to the 

scoping notice.  In March 2014, the configuration and alignment of the proposed trail system as described 

in the Plan of Development (POD) included in the ROW application was further refined and adjusted to 

avoid and minimize impacts on water and cultural resources in response to issues identified through public 
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and agency scoping. 

 

Current IDT recommendations for the proposed alternative include the following: 

 Plan construction time to avoid affecting sensitive species 

 Use erosion control measures where appropriate on the trail and abandoned trail sections to help 
retain soil and prevent accelerated erosion.   

 Allow abandoned segments of the trail system to reclaim naturally. 

 Place effective barriers at appropriate access points to prevent use by motorized vehicles other 
than ATVs/UTVs and block access to abandoned trail sections. 

 Place signs kiosks and markers at trailheads, access points, segment junctions, and intersections 
with closed roads to clearly mark the trail, advise the public of authorized types of vehicles, and the 
prohibition on vehicle use of closed routes and off-trail riding. 

 Monitor and control any occurrence of noxious weeds along the ROW.  

 Construct or relocate trail to avoid damage to cultural resource sites along the existing alignment. 

 Locate the trail with a tread width of 65 inches (5.4 feet) to accommodate use by UTV’s and ATV’s 
with a maintenance width of 12 feet. 
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Recapure Segment 7 Evaluation Form for Interdisciplinary Linear Feature Analysis 

1 Linear 

Feature 

ID 

Recapture EA Segment 7 2 Length Alternative A: 0.0 miles  

Alternative B : 0.0 mile 

Alternative C : 0.46 miles 

Alternative D : 0.46 miles 

Alternative E : Restoration 

0.0 miles 

Alternative F: No Action 

3 Location Recapture Canyon  4 Date 03/11/16 

5 ID Team  See attached ID team checklist 

6 Linear 

Feature 

Type 

Road  Primitive 

Road 

x Trail  Primitive 

Linear 

Feature 

 Linear 

Disturb

ance 

 Other  

7 Purpose & Need of Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear Feature: 

Alternative A:  This segment is not proposed in this alternative. 
 
Alternative B: This segment is not proposed in this alternative. 
 
Alternative C: Provide a safe opportunity for riding ATVs and UTVs on a trail that would connect Segment 
4 with Segment 5. 
 
 Alternative D: Same as Alternative C 
 
Alternative E: Restoration 
 
Alternative F: No action 

8 Potential Resource and/or User Conflicts from Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear 

Feature: 

The Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) identified potential resource and user conflicts in the IDT checklist.  

Resources brought forward for analysis for Alternative A, cultural, wildlife, floodplains, water resources, 

paleontology, and recreation resources.  

The public identified potential resource and user conflicts that included the following: 

 BLM catering to special interest groups. 

 BLM’s multiple use mandate and compliance with FLPMA and other laws and regulation.  

 Rewarding illegal activity. 

 Need for the project. 
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 Conformance of the proposal with the Monticello RMP. 

 Need to establish a Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) through an amendment to the 

Monticello RMP. 

 The appropriateness of ROWs for authorizing ordinary trails on BLM lands. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA and Tribal Consultation requirements. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA Section 106 process. 

 Availability and responsibility for funding construction and law enforcement for the trail system. 

 Ability of SJC to protect resources. 

 Permission for use of private land. 

 Administrative relief in the process. 

 Full description of and assessment of a ful l  range of reasonable alternatives. 

 BLM’s ability to regulate or close the trail to protect resources. 

 Impacts on livestock grazing. 

 Impacts on Paleontology 

 Impacts of illegal use of vehicles and trail proliferation. 

 Indirect impacts of opening the trail to other uses.   

 Impacts of ATVs on air quality. 

 Impacts on cultural resources. 

 Impacts on visual resources. 

 User conflicts and impacts on recreation.  

 The impacts of noise. 

  Impacts on wildlife habitat. 

 Introduction and spread of invasive plants. 

 Impacts on riparian vegetation and habitat. 

 Impacts on transportation and access. 

 Economic impacts. 

9 Linear Feature Designation Alternatives 

Alternative A Approve 

w/Limitat

ions 

Alternative B Approve 

w/Limitat

ions 

Alternative C Approve 

w/Limitati

ons 

Alternative D Approve 

w/Limitatio

ns 

Alternative E Deny/no 

action 

10 Recommended Mitigation Measures to Minimize User and Resource Conflicts for Each Alternative: 

The BLM developed the following alternatives and identified mitigating actions for the proposed actions to 
minimize impacts to resources in accordance with BLM travel management guidance and regulations such 
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as the Designation criteria found in CFR 8342.1. 
 
Alternative A Proposed Action 

Segment 7 is not proposed for Alternative A. 

Alternative B 

Segment 7 is not proposed for Alternative B 

Alternatives C and D 

Segment 7 would begin at the Lem’s Draw Trailhead and proceed north to its junction with SJC Road 

B238, cross it at a right angle, and include a short section that parallels B238 to connect with Segment 5. 

This segment would be a total of about 0.46 miles in length and would follow an existing trail. It would be 

designated and designed for ATV use with a 65-inch wide travel surface. This segment would allow ATV 

riders to access Segment 5 of the trail system without travelling on SJC Road B238 except to cross at a 

right angle where there is a long sight distance. 

 

Mitigation common to Alternatives  C-D  
1. All existing routes that leave the trail and that are not otherwise designated would be barricaded, 

signed, raked out, or otherwise obliterated. 

2. Hazardous materials would not be used in construction or maintenance. 

3. Water bars, check dams and check logs, and cut debris would be used where appropriate on the 

trail and abandoned trail sections to help retain soil and prevent accelerated erosion.   

4. Signs and markers would be placed at trailheads, access points, segment junctions, and 

intersections with closed roads to clearly mark the trail, advise the public of authorized types of 

vehicles, and the prohibition on vehicle use of closed routes and off-trail riding. 

5. SJC or the BLM would monitor the trail system for evidence of off-trail and unauthorized use and 

would take appropriate steps such as barricading and placement of additional signs to restrict 

motorized use to the designated trail surfaces.  

6. BLM and/or SJC would conduct monitoring and enforcement which would enhance the ability to 

control use.  

7. Signs and kiosks at the trailheads would include, but not be limited to, designated trail and road 

maps, protection of cultural resources, general trail etiquette, pack it in pack it out, and other 

information as deemed appropriate by the BLM.   

8. The trail would be monitored for noxious weeds by the San Juan County and BLM.  Any 

occurrences would be controlled by BLM and the SJC Weed Department using standard weed 

control procedures.  

9. The County or BLM would assess trail conditions on an annual basis, as well as respond to reports 

from users of problems with trail condition or use.  Based on these assessments the necessary 
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corrective action would be implemented.  

10. Abandoned segments of the trail system would be allowed to reclaim naturally after installation of 

erosion control structures. 

11. If the BLM authorized officer determines that motorized vehicles are causing or will cause 

considerable adverse impacts, the authorized officer may close or restrict trails to OHV use.  

12. This route would substantially reduce the potential for ATV accidents involving gravel trucks on 
about one-half mile of existing SJC Road B238 as compared to Alternatives A and B. This is 
because Segment 7 would be designated and constructed to provide access between Segment 5 
and Segment 4 of the trail system without the need for ATVs to travel through the blind curve on 
SJC Road B238.  

 

11 Summary Regarding the ID Team’s Proposed Action Recommendation: 

Numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of this project 

by the IDT and review of the Designation criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1. BLM considered and applied 

BLM Travel Management guidance in compliance with the Designation Criteria throughout the process of 

analyzing possible authorization of new routes and trails that could be added to the Monticello Travel Plan. 

The numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of this 

project by the IDT and review of the Designation Criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1.SJC originally applied 

for about 18.3 miles of ROW for an ATV/UTV trail system in the Recapture Canyon area on March 30, 

2006. One of the objectives of the proposed trail system was to offer an opportunity for riding ATVs and 

UTVs in a canyon bottom setting where viewing of cultural resource sites would be possible. On 

September 7, 2007, the BLM MFO closed 1,871 acres of public lands in Recapture Canyon near the city 

of Blanding, Utah to motorized recreational use. The purpose of the closure was to protect cultural 

resources that had been adversely impacted, or were at risk for being adversely impacted, by 

unauthorized trail construction and OHV use. 

SJC submitted a revision to its ROW application to BLM on September 16, 2008 to reduce potential 

impacts on cultural resources.  In response to the ROW application, the BLM began the process of 

complying with NEPA and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). 

SJC again amended its ROW application on November 13, 2012 to drop about 4 miles of ATV trails from 

the original proposal to minimize potential conflicts with cultural resources identified through the 

development of the PA.  The segments that were dropped from the Proposed Action include a trail that 

follows along the southern portion of Recapture Canyon and connects to the Perkins County Road (B206) 

and a trail that ascends from the bottom of Recapture Canyon to the eastern rim and then connects to the 

western rim of Jenny’s Canyon.  

BLM announced a 40-day scoping period for the project on December 17, 2013, based on the revised 

November 2012 proposal, and received input from numerous groups and individuals in response to the 

scoping notice.  In March 2014, the configuration and alignment of the proposed trail system as described 

in the Plan of Development (POD) included in the ROW application was further refined and adjusted to 

avoid and minimize impacts on water and cultural resources in response to issues identified through public 

and agency scoping. 

Current IDT recommendations for the proposed alternative include the following: 
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 Plan construction time to avoid affecting sensitive species 

 Use erosion control measures where appropriate on the trail and abandoned trail sections to help 
retain soil and prevent accelerated erosion.   

 Allow abandoned segments of the trail system to reclaim naturally. 

 Place effective barriers at appropriate access points to prevent use by motorized vehicles other 
than ATVs/UTVs and block access to abandoned trail sections. 

 Place signs kiosks and markers at trailheads, access points, segment junctions, and intersections 
with closed roads to clearly mark the trail, advise the public of authorized types of vehicles, and the 
prohibition on vehicle use of closed routes and off-trail riding. 

 Monitor and control any occurrence of noxious weeds along the ROW.  

 Construct or relocate trail to avoid damage to cultural resource sites along the existing alignment. 

 Locate the trail with a tread width of 65 inches (5.4 feet) to accommodate use by UTV’s and ATV’s 
with a maintenance width of 12 feet. 
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Recapture EA Segment 8 Evaluation Form for Interdisciplinary Linear Feature Analysis 

1 Linear 

Feature 

ID 

Recapture EA Segment 8 2 Length Alternative A: 0.0 miles 

Alternative B: 0.0. miles  

Alternative C : 0.55 

Alternative D : 0.55 

Alternative E : Restoration 

0.0 miles 

Alternative F: No Action 

3 Locatio

n 

Recapture Canyon  4 Date 03/16/16  

5 ID 

Team  

See attached ID team checklist 

6 Linear 

Feature 

Type 

Road  Primitive 

Road 

x Trail  Primitive 

Linear 

Feature 

 Linear 

Disturb

ance 

 Other  

7 Purpose & Need of Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear Feature: 

 

Alternative A: This segment is not proposed in this alternative.  

 

Alternative B: This segment is not proposed in this alternative. 

 

Alternative C: Provide for use by ATVs, UTVs and full-sized vehicles to access a trail head that will allow 

visitors to complete a 0.07 mile hike to view a cultural resource site.  

 

Alternative D: Same as Alternative C 

 

Alternative E: Restoration 

 

Alternative F: No action 

8 Potential Resource and/or User Conflicts from Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear 

Feature: 

 

The Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) identified potential resource and user conflicts in the IDT checklist.  
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Resources brought forward for analysis for Alternative A, cultural, wildlife, floodplains, water resources, 

paleontology, and recreation resources.  

The public identified potential resource and user conflicts that included the following: 

 

 BLM catering to special interest groups. 

 BLM’s multiple use mandate and compliance with FLPMA and other laws and regulation.  

 Rewarding illegal activity. 

 Need for the project. 

 Conformance of the proposal with the Monticello RMP. 

 Need to establish a Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) through an amendment to the 

Monticello RMP. 

 The appropriateness of ROWs for authorizing ordinary trails on BLM lands. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA and Tribal Consultation requirements. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA Section 106 process. 

 Availability and responsibility for funding construction and law enforcement for the trail system. 

 Ability of SJC to protect resources. 

 Permission for use of private land. 

 Administrative relief in the process. 

 Full description of and assessment of a ful l  range of reasonable alternatives. 

 BLM’s ability to regulate or close the trail to protect resources. 

 Impacts on livestock grazing. 

 Impacts on Paleontology 

 Impacts of illegal use of vehicles and trail proliferation. 

 Indirect impacts of opening the trail to other uses.   

 Impacts of ATVs on air quality. 

 Impacts on cultural resources. 

 Impacts on visual resources. 

 User conflicts and impacts on recreation.  

 The impacts of noise. 

  Impacts on wildlife habitat. 

 Introduction and spread of invasive plants. 

 Impacts on riparian vegetation and habitat. 

 Impacts on transportation and access. 
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 Economic impacts. 

9 Linear Feature Designation Alternatives 

Alternati

ve A 

Appro

ve 

w/Lim

itation

s 

Alternati

ve B 

Appro

ve 

w/Lim

itation

s 

Alternati

ve C 

Approv

e 

w/Limit

ations 

Alternativ

e D 

Approv

e 

w/Limit

ations 

Alternat

ive E 

Deny/

no 

actio

n 

10 Recommended Mitigation Measures to Minimize User and Resource Conflicts for Each Alternative: 

The BLM developed the following alternatives and identified mitigating actions for the proposed actions to 
minimize impacts to resources in accordance with BLM travel management guidance and regulations such 
as the Designation criteria found in CFR 8342.1. 

Alternative A Proposed Action 

Segment 8 is not proposed for Alternative  

Alternative B 

Segment 8 is not proposed for Alternative B 

Alternative C  

Segment 8 would begin at the junction of Segment 5 and the BBT and would extend to the southeast and 

end with a loop. It would be a total of 0.55 miles in length and would follow existing two-track trails except 

for about 0.11 miles at the loop turnaround. It would include about 0.20 miles of the BBT and would be 

designated with a 14-foot wide travel surface for use by full-sized vehicles. Full-sized vehicles would 

access Segment 8 from Segment 5 that also would be designated and designed for full-sized vehicles. 

ATVs could access Segment 8 from the BBT as well as Segment 5. 

Alternative D  

Same as Alternative C 

Mitigation common to Alternatives C-D 

1. Route construction would not take place during critical times for Threatened and Endangered 

Species.  

2. The route would be designed and constructed of native materials so that the tread would be 

continuous and discernible and obstacles would be removed.   

3. All existing routes that leave the Segment 8 and that are not otherwise designated would be 

barricaded, signed, raked out, or otherwise obliterated. 

4. Hazardous materials would not be used in construction or maintenance. 

5. Water bars, check dams and check logs, and cut debris would be used where appropriate on 

abandoned trail sections to help retain soil and prevent accelerated erosion.   
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6. The proposed trail system would be open for use on a yearlong basis, subject to emergency 

closures to protect human health and safety.  Effective barriers would be placed at appropriate 

access points to prevent use by motorized vehicles other than ATVs/UTVs (65 inches wide or less) 

and access to abandoned trail sections would be blocked by placement of rocks and vegetative 

materials. 

7. Signs and markers would be placed at trailheads, access points, segment junctions, and 

intersections with closed roads to clearly mark the trail, advise the public of authorized types of 

vehicles, and the prohibition on vehicle use of closed routes and off-trail riding. 

8. SJC or the BLM would monitor the trail system for evidence of off-trail and unauthorized use and 

would take appropriate steps such as barricading and placement of additional signs to restrict 

motorized use to the designated trail surfaces.  

9. BLM and/or SJC would conduct monitoring and enforcement which would enhance the ability to 

control use.  

10. Signs and kiosks at the trailheads would include, but not be limited to, designated trail and road 

maps, protection of cultural resources, general trail etiquette, pack it in pack it out, and other 

information as deemed appropriate by the BLM.   

11. The trails would be monitored for noxious weeds by the San Juan County and BLM.  Any 

occurrences would be controlled by BLM and the SJC Weed Department using standard weed 

control procedures.  

12. SJC or the BLM would monitor cultural sites in accordance with the Visitor Effects Study of the 

Programmatic Agreement for the Recapture Trails Right-of-Way.   

13. The County or BLM would assess trail conditions on an annual basis, as well as respond to reports 

from users of problems with trail condition or use.  Based on these assessments the necessary 

corrective action would be implemented.  

14. If the BLM authorized officer determines that motorized vehicles are causing or will cause 

considerable adverse impacts, the authorized officer may close or restrict trails to OHV use.  

 

11 Summary Regarding the ID Team’s Proposed Action Recommendation: 

Numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of this project 

by the IDT and review of the Designation criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1. BLM considered and applied 

BLM Travel Management guidance in compliance with the Designation Criteria throughout the process of 

analyzing possible authorization of new routes and trails that could be added to the Monticello Travel 

Plan. The numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of 

this project by the IDT and review of the Designation Criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1.SJC originally 

applied for about 18.3 miles of ROW for an ATV/UTV trail system in the Recapture Canyon area on 

March 30, 2006. One of the objectives of the proposed trail system was to offer an opportunity for riding 

ATVs and UTVs in a canyon bottom setting where viewing of cultural resource sites would be possible. 
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On September 7, 2007, the BLM MFO closed 1,871 acres of public lands in Recapture Canyon near the 

city of Blanding, Utah to motorized recreational use. The purpose of the closure was to protect cultural 

resources that had been adversely impacted, or were at risk for being adversely impacted, by 

unauthorized trail construction and OHV use. 

SJC submitted a revision to its ROW application to BLM on September 16, 2008 to reduce potential 

impacts on cultural resources.  In response to the ROW application, the BLM began the process of 

complying with NEPA and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). 

SJC again amended its ROW application on November 13, 2012 to drop about 4 miles of ATV trails from 

the original proposal to minimize potential conflicts with cultural resources identified through the 

development of the PA.  The segments that were dropped from the Proposed Action include a trail that 

follows along the southern portion of Recapture Canyon and connects to the Perkins County Road 

(B206) and a trail that ascends from the bottom of Recapture Canyon to the eastern rim and then 

connects to the western rim of Jenny’s Canyon.  

BLM announced a 40-day scoping period for the project on December 17, 2013, based on the revised 

November 2012 proposal, and received input from numerous groups and individuals in response to the 

scoping notice.  In March 2014, the configuration and alignment of the proposed trail system as 

described in the Plan of Development (POD) included in the ROW application was further refined and 

adjusted to avoid and minimize impacts on water and cultural resources in response to issues identified 

through public and agency scoping. 

 

Current IDT recommendations for the proposed alternative include the following: 

 Plan construction time to avoid affecting sensitive species 

 Use erosion control measures where appropriate on the trail and abandoned trail sections to help 
retain soil and prevent accelerated erosion.   

 Allow abandoned segments of the trail system to reclaim naturally. 

 Place effective barriers at appropriate access points to prevent use by motorized vehicles other 
than ATVs/UTVs and block access to abandoned trail sections. 

 Place signs kiosks and markers at trailheads, access points, segment junctions, and intersections 
with closed roads to clearly mark the trail, advise the public of authorized types of vehicles, and 
the prohibition on vehicle use of closed routes and off-trail riding. 

 Monitor and control any occurrence of noxious weeds along the ROW.  

 Construct or relocate trail to avoid damage to cultural resource sites along the existing alignment. 

 Locate the trail with a tread width of 65 inches (5.4 feet) to accommodate use by UTV’s and 
ATV’s with a maintenance width of 12 feet. 
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Recapture Segment 9 Evaluation Form for Interdisciplinary Linear Feature Analysis 

1 Linear 

Feature 

ID 

Recapture ROW EA Segment #9 2 Length Alternative A: 0.0 miles  

Alternative B : 0.0 miles 

Alternative C : 0.70 miles 

Alternative D : 0.70 miles 

Alternative E : Restoration 

0.0 miles 

Alternative  F: No Action 

3 Location Recapture Canyon  4 Date 03/16/16 

5 ID Team  See attached ID team checklist 

6 Linear 

Feature 

Type 

Road  Primitive 

Road 

 Trail X Primitive 

Linear 

Feature 

 Linear 

Disturb

ance 

 Other  

7 Purpose & Need of Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear Feature: 

 

Alternative A: This segment is not proposed in this alternative. 

Alternative B: This segment is not proposed in this alternative.  

Alternative C: To create a 0.70-mile non-motorized (hiking) loop around Moqui Island that would be 

accessed from Segment 8.   

Alternative D: Same as Alternative C 

Alternative E: Restoration 

Alternative F: No action 

 

8 Potential Resource and/or User Conflicts from Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear 

Feature: 

The Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) identified potential resource and user conflicts in the IDT checklist.  

Resources brought forward for analysis for Alternative A, cultural, wildlife, floodplains, water resources, 

paleontology, and recreation resources.  

The public identified potential resource and user conflicts that included the following: 

 BLM catering to special interest groups. 

 BLM’s multiple use mandate and compliance with FLPMA and other laws and regulation.  

 Rewarding illegal activity. 
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 Need for the project. 

 Conformance of the proposal with the Monticello RMP. 

 Need to establish a Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) through an amendment to the 

Monticello RMP. 

 The appropriateness of ROWs for authorizing ordinary trails on BLM lands. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA and Tribal Consultation requirements. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA Section 106 process. 

 Availability and responsibility for funding construction and law enforcement for the trail system. 

 Ability of SJC to protect resources. 

 Permission for use of private land. 

 Administrative relief in the process. 

 Full description of and assessment of a ful l  range of reasonable alternatives. 

 BLM’s ability to regulate or close the trail to protect resources. 

 Impacts on livestock grazing. 

 Impacts on Paleontology 

 Impacts of illegal use of vehicles and trail proliferation. 

 Indirect impacts of opening the trail to other uses.   

 Impacts of ATVs on air quality. 

 Impacts on cultural resources. 

 Impacts on visual resources. 

 User conflicts and impacts on recreation.  

 The impacts of noise. 

  Impacts on wildlife habitat. 

 Introduction and spread of invasive plants. 

 Impacts on riparian vegetation and habitat. 

 Impacts on transportation and access. 

 Economic impacts. 

9 Linear Feature Designation Alternatives 

Alternative 

A 

Approv

e 

w/Limit

ations 

Alternative 

B 

Approv

e 

w/Limit

ations 

Alternative 

C 

Approve 

w/Limita

tions 

Alternative 

D 

Approve 

w/Limitat

ions 

Alternativ

e E 

Deny/n

o 

action 

10 Recommended Mitigation Measures to Minimize User and Resource Conflicts for Each Alternative: 
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The BLM developed the following alternatives and identified mitigating actions for the proposed actions to 
minimize impacts to resources in accordance with BLM travel management guidance and regulations such as the 
Designation criteria found in CFR 8342.1. 
 

Alternative A Proposed Action 

Segment 9 is not proposed for this Alternative. 

Alternative B 

Segment 9 is not proposed for this Alternative 

Alternatives C and D 

Segment 9 would be a 0.70-mile non-motorized (hiking) loop around Moqui Island that would be accessed 

from Segment 8.  The trail would have an 18-inch wide travel surface and would follow existing trails 

including a trail to access a viewpoint for Recapture Canyon. Biking and equestrian use would not be 

allowed on this segment. 

Mitigation common to Alternatives C-D 

1. Trail construction would not take place during critical times for Threatened and Endangered 

Species. The trail has been designed to allow access to a cultural site while preventing visitors 

from creating social trails throughout the area.  Visitors will be required to stay on the designated 

trail.   Biking and equestrian use would not be allowed on this hiking trail. The trail would be 

designed and constructed of native materials so that the tread would be continuous and discernible 

and obstacles would be removed.   

2. All existing routes or trails that leave the trail and that are not otherwise designated would be 

barricaded, signed, raked out, or otherwise obliterated. 

3. Hazardous materials would not be used in construction or maintenance. 

4. Water bars, check dams and check logs, and cut debris would be used where appropriate on the 

trail and abandoned trail sections to help retain soil and prevent accelerated erosion.   

5. The proposed trail system would be open for use on a yearlong basis, subject to emergency 

closures to protect human health and safety.  An effective barrier would be placed at appropriate 

access points to prevent use by motorized vehicles. 

6. Signs and markers would be placed that clearly mark the trail and advise the public of authorized 

type of use. 

7. BLM and/or SJC would conduct monitoring and enforcement which would enhance the ability to 

control use.  

8. The trail would be monitored for noxious weeds by the San Juan County and BLM.  Any 

occurrences would be controlled by BLM and the SJC Weed Department using standard weed 

control procedures.  
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9. SJC or the BLM would monitor cultural sites.   

10. The County or BLM would assess trail conditions on an annual basis, as well as respond to reports 

from users of problems with trail condition or use.   Necessary corrective action would be 

implemented.  

11. Abandoned segments of the trail system would be allowed to reclaim naturally after installation of 

erosion control structures.  

11 Summary Regarding the ID Team’s Proposed Action Recommendation: 

Numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of this project 

by the IDT and review of the Designation criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1. BLM considered and applied 

BLM Travel Management guidance in compliance with the Designation Criteria throughout the process of 

analyzing possible authorization of new routes and trails that could be added to the Monticello Travel Plan. 

The numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of this 

project by the IDT and review of the Designation Criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1.SJC originally applied 

for about 18.3 miles of ROW for an ATV/UTV trail system in the Recapture Canyon area on March 30, 

2006. One of the objectives of the proposed trail system was to offer an opportunity for riding ATVs and 

UTVs in a canyon bottom setting where viewing of cultural resource sites would be possible. On 

September 7, 2007, the BLM MFO closed 1,871 acres of public lands in Recapture Canyon near the city 

of Blanding, Utah to motorized recreational use. The purpose of the closure was to protect cultural 

resources that had been adversely impacted, or were at risk for being adversely impacted, by 

unauthorized trail construction and OHV use. 

SJC submitted a revision to its ROW application to BLM on September 16, 2008 to reduce potential 

impacts on cultural resources.  In response to the ROW application, the BLM began the process of 

complying with NEPA and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). 

SJC again amended its ROW application on November 13, 2012 to drop about 4 miles of ATV trails from 

the original proposal to minimize potential conflicts with cultural resources identified through the 

development of the PA.  The segments that were dropped from the Proposed Action include a trail that 

follows along the southern portion of Recapture Canyon and connects to the Perkins County Road (B206) 

and a trail that ascends from the bottom of Recapture Canyon to the eastern rim and then connects to the 

western rim of Jenny’s Canyon.  

BLM announced a 40-day scoping period for the project on December 17, 2013, based on the revised 

November 2012 proposal, and received input from numerous groups and individuals in response to the 

scoping notice.  In March 2014, the configuration and alignment of the proposed trail system as described 

in the Plan of Development (POD) included in the ROW application was further refined and adjusted to 

avoid and minimize impacts on water and cultural resources in response to issues identified through public 

and agency scoping. 

 

Current IDT recommendations for the proposed alternative include the following: 

 Plan construction time to avoid affecting sensitive species 

 Use erosion control measures where appropriate on the trail and abandoned trail sections to help 
retain soil and prevent accelerated erosion.   

 Allow abandoned segments of the trail system to reclaim naturally. 
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 Place effective barriers at appropriate access points to prevent use by motorized vehicles. 

 Place signs, kiosks and markers at trailheads, access points, segment junctions, and intersections 
with closed roads to clearly mark the trail, advise the public of authorized types of vehicles, and the 
prohibition on vehicle use of closed routes and off-trail riding. 

 Monitor and control any occurrence of noxious weeds along the ROW.  

 Construct or relocate trail to avoid damage to cultural resource sites along the existing alignment. 
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Recapture EA Segment 10 Evaluation Form for Interdisciplinary Linear Feature Analysis 

1 Linear 

Feature 

ID 

Recapture ROW EA Segment #10 2 Length Alternative A: 0.0 miles 

Alternative B : 0.0 miles 

Alternative C : 0.25 miles 

Alternative D :0.25 miles 

 Alternative E : Restoration 

0.0 miles 

Alternative F: No Action 

3 Location Recapture Canyon  4 Date 03/16/16   

5 ID Team  See attached ID team checklist 

6 Linear 

Feature 

Type 

Road  Primitive 

Road 

 Trail X Primitive 

Linear 

Feature 

 Linear 

Disturba

nce 

 Other  

7 Purpose & Need of Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear Feature: 

Alternative A: This segment is not proposed in this alternative. 

Alternative B: This segment is not proposed in this alternative. 

Alternative C: Segment 10 would begin at a relocated Browns Canyon Trailhead and extend northeast to 

connect to Segment 3.  This trail would be designed for ATV/UTV use and would have a 65 inch wide 

travel surface.   

Alternative D: Same as Alternative C. 

Alternative E: Restoration 

Alternative F: No action  

 

8 Potential Resource and/or User Conflicts from Motorized and Non-Motorized Travel on the Linear 

Feature: 

The Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) identified potential resource and user conflicts in the IDT checklist.  

Resources brought forward for analysis for Alternative A, cultural, wildlife, floodplains, water resources, 

paleontology, and recreation resources.  

The public identified potential resource and user conflicts that included the following: 

 BLM catering to special interest groups. 

 BLM’s multiple use mandate and compliance with FLPMA and other laws and regulation.  

 Rewarding illegal activity. 
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 Need for the project. 

 Conformance of the proposal with the Monticello RMP. 

 Need to establish a Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) through an amendment to the 

Monticello RMP. 

 The appropriateness of ROWs for authorizing ordinary trails on BLM lands. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA and Tribal Consultation requirements. 

 BLM compliance with the NHPA Section 106 process. 

 Availability and responsibility for funding construction and law enforcement for the trail system. 

 Ability of SJC to protect resources. 

 Permission for use of private land. 

 Administrative relief in the process. 

 Full description of and assessment of a ful l  range of reasonable alternatives. 

 BLM’s ability to regulate or close the trail to protect resources. 

 Impacts on livestock grazing. 

 Impacts on Paleontology 

 Impacts of illegal use of vehicles and trail proliferation. 

 Indirect impacts of opening the trail to other uses.   

 Impacts of ATVs on air quality. 

 Impacts on cultural resources. 

 Impacts on visual resources. 

 User conflicts and impacts on recreation.  

 The impacts of noise. 

  Impacts on wildlife habitat. 

 Introduction and spread of invasive plants. 

 Impacts on riparian vegetation and habitat. 

 Impacts on transportation and access. 

 Economic impacts. 

 

9 Linear Feature Designation Alternatives 

Alternative A Approve 

w/Limitat

ions 

Alternative B Approve 

w/Limitat

ions 

Alternative C Approve 

w/Limitati

ons 

Alternative D Approve 

w/Limitatio

ns 

Alternative E Deny/no 

action 
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10 Recommended Mitigation Measures to Minimize User and Resource Conflicts for Each Alternative: 

The BLM developed the following alternatives and identified mitigating actions for the proposed actions to 

minimize impacts to resources in accordance with BLM travel management guidance and regulations such 

as the Designation criteria found in CFR 8342.1. 

 

Alternative A Proposed Action 

Segment 10 is not proposed in this Alternative. 

 

Alternative B 

Segment 10 is not proposed in this Alternative. 

 

Alternative C  

Segment 10 would begin at a relocated Browns Canyon Trailhead and extend northeast to connect to 

Segment 3.  It would be 0.25-miles long and would follow existing trails except for 0.07 miles of new 

construction to traverse across a steep slope and connect two existing trails. It would be designated and 

designed for ATV use with a 65-inch wide travel surface. 

 

 Alternative D  

Same as Alternative C 

 

Mitigation common to Alternatives C-D 

1. Trail construction would not take place during critical times for Threatened and Endangered 

Species. This trail has been designed to avoid steep slopes and cultural sites.  The trailhead and 

Segment 10 are located further from a residential area than Alternatives A or B.  This would 

minimize impacts of dust and noise on residents. 

2. The trail would be designed and constructed of native materials so that the tread would be 

continuous and discernible and obstacles would be removed.   

3. All existing routes that leave the ROW and that are not otherwise designated would be barricaded, 

signed, raked out, or otherwise obliterated. 

4. Hazardous materials would not be used in construction or maintenance. 

5. The proposed trail system would be open for use on a yearlong basis, subject to emergency 

closures to protect human health and safety.  Effective barriers would be placed at appropriate 

access points to prevent use by motorized vehicles other than ATVs/UTVs (65 inches wide or less) 

and access to abandoned trail sections would be blocked by placement of rocks and vegetative 

materials. 
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6. Signs and markers would be placed at trailheads, access points, segment junctions, and 

intersections with closed roads to clearly mark the trail, advise the public of authorized types of 

vehicles, and the prohibition on vehicle use of closed routes and off-trail riding. 

7. SJC or the BLM would monitor the trail system for evidence of off-trail and unauthorized use and 

would take appropriate steps such as barricading and placement of additional signs to restrict 

motorized use to the designated trail surfaces.  

8. BLM and/or SJC would conduct monitoring and enforcement which would enhance the ability to 

control use.  

9. Signs and kiosks at the trailheads would include, but not be limited to, designated trail and road 

maps, protection of cultural resources, general trail etiquette, pack it in pack it out, and other 

information as deemed appropriate by the BLM.   

10. The trails would be monitored for noxious weeds by the San Juan County and BLM.  Any 

occurrences would be controlled by BLM and the SJC Weed Department using standard weed 

control procedures.  

11. SJC or the BLM would monitor cultural sites in accordance with the Visitor Effects Study of the 

Programmatic Agreement for the Recapture Trails Right-of-Way.   

12. The County or BLM would assess trail conditions on an annual basis, as well as respond to reports 

from users of problems with trail condition or use.  Based on these assessments the necessary 

corrective action would be implemented.  

13. If the BLM authorized officer determines that motorized vehicles are causing or will cause 

considerable adverse impacts, the authorized officer may close or restrict trails to OHV use.  

 

11 Summary Regarding the ID Team’s Proposed Action Recommendation: 

Numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of this project 

by the IDT and review of the Designation criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1. BLM considered and applied 

BLM Travel Management guidance in compliance with the Designation Criteria throughout the process of 

analyzing possible authorization of new routes and trails that could be added to the Monticello Travel Plan. 

The numerous revisions of the proposed action have been developed as a response to review of this 

project by the IDT and review of the Designation Criteria found at 43 CFR 8342.1.SJC originally applied 

for about 18.3 miles of ROW for an ATV/UTV trail system in the Recapture Canyon area on March 30, 

2006. One of the objectives of the proposed trail system was to offer an opportunity for riding ATVs and 

UTVs in a canyon bottom setting where viewing of cultural resource sites would be possible. On 

September 7, 2007, the BLM MFO closed 1,871 acres of public lands in Recapture Canyon near the city 

of Blanding, Utah to motorized recreational use. The purpose of the closure was to protect cultural 

resources that had been adversely impacted, or were at risk for being adversely impacted, by 

unauthorized trail construction and OHV use. 

SJC submitted a revision to its ROW application to BLM on September 16, 2008 to reduce potential 

impacts on cultural resources.  In response to the ROW application, the BLM began the process of 
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complying with NEPA and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). 

SJC again amended its ROW application on November 13, 2012 to drop about 4 miles of ATV trails from 

the original proposal to minimize potential conflicts with cultural resources identified through the 

development of the PA.  The segments that were dropped from the Proposed Action include a trail that 

follows along the southern portion of Recapture Canyon and connects to the Perkins County Road (B206) 

and a trail that ascends from the bottom of Recapture Canyon to the eastern rim and then connects to the 

western rim of Jenny’s Canyon.  

BLM announced a 40-day scoping period for the project on December 17, 2013, based on the revised 

November 2012 proposal, and received input from numerous groups and individuals in response to the 

scoping notice.  In March 2014, the configuration and alignment of the proposed trail system as described 

in the Plan of Development (POD) included in the ROW application was further refined and adjusted to 

avoid and minimize impacts on water and cultural resources in response to issues identified through public 

and agency scoping. 

Current IDT recommendations for the proposed alternative include the following: 

 

 Plan construction time to avoid affecting sensitive species 

 Use erosion control measures where appropriate on the trail and abandoned trail sections to help 
retain soil and prevent accelerated erosion.   

 Place effective barriers at appropriate access points to prevent use by motorized vehicles other 
than ATVs/UTVs and block access to abandoned trail sections. 

 Place signs kiosks and markers at trailheads, access points, segment junctions, and intersections 
with closed roads to clearly mark the trail, advise the public of authorized types of vehicles, and the 
prohibition on vehicle use of closed routes and off-trail riding. 

 Monitor and control any occurrence of noxious weeds along the ROW.  

 Construct or relocate trail to avoid damage to cultural resource sites along the existing alignment. 

 Locate the trail with a tread width of 65 inches (5.4 feet) to accommodate use by UTV’s and ATV’s 
with a maintenance width of 12 feet. 
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Appendix C  

Interdisciplinary (ID) Team Checklist 

 

Project Title:  Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System  

 

NEPA Log Number: DOI-BLM-UT-Y020-2016-0031-EA 

 

File/Serial Number: UTU-80248 

 

Project Leader: Brian Quigley 

 

DETERMINATION OF STAFF: (Choose one of the following abbreviated options for the left column) 

NP = not present in the area impacted by the proposed or alternative actions  

NI = present, but not affected to a degree that detailed analysis is required  

PI = present with potential for relevant impact that need to be analyzed in detail in the EA 

NC = (DNAs only) actions and impacts not changed from those disclosed in the existing NEPA documents 

cited in Section D of the DNA form. The Rationale column may include NI and NP discussions. 

Determi-

nation 
Resource Rationale for Determination* Signature Date 

RESOURCES AND ISSUES CONSIDERED (INCLUDES SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITIES 

APPENDIX 1 H-1790-1) 

NI Air Quality 

Based on the Utah Division of Air Quality 2012 Annual 

Report, air quality in San Juan County (SJC) currently 

meets National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

(NAAQS). Impacts to air quality from recreational off 

highway motorized vehicle use were adequately 

analyzed in the RMP (PRMP/FEIS, p. 4-30). The RMP 

contains goals and objectives to ensure that authorized 

uses on public lands meet or comply with and support 

federal, state and local (air quality) laws and regulations 

(RMP, p. 57). The proposed action would be consistent 

with the RMP. The proposed action would result in 

emissions of fugitive dust from construction of 2.22 

miles of trail with a trail cat and the operation of vehicles 

on unpaved surfaces as well as emissions from the 

operation of internal combustion engines. These 

emissions would be sporadic, would rapidly disperse, 

and are not likely to cause or contribute to a violation of 

Cliff Giffen 11/8/13 
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Determi-

nation 
Resource Rationale for Determination* Signature Date 

the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. There 

would be no measureable effect on air quality in 

Canyonlands National Park or any other PSD 

(prevention of significant deterioration) Class I Area. 

NP 
Areas of Critical 

Environmental Concern  

The BLM, Monticello Field Office (MFO) designated 

several Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

(ACEC) in its Resource Management Plan (RMP) dated 

November 17, 2008. The proposed ATV trail is not 

within any of the lands designated as ACECs (RMP 

Map 11). The nearest ACEC is the Alkali Ridge ACEC 

approximately 3.5 miles east of Recapture Canyon that 

was designated for protection of Archaeological values. 

Brian Quigley  1/6/14 

NP BLM Natural Areas** 

Five areas of non-WSA lands with wilderness 

characteristics were carried forward in the Approved 

RMP for the protection of their wilderness 

characteristics. These lands total 88,871 acres and are 

referred to in the RMP as “BLM Natural Areas” (RMP 

Map 8). The proposed trail system is not within any of 

these areas known as BLM Natural Areas. 

Nick Walendziak  1/6/15 

PI Cultural Resources 

The Area of Proposed Effect (APE) for the proposed 

action has been determined to be the Recapture 

Canyon area rim-to-rim, within which the proposed trail 

system would be located; the western rim of the canyon 

where the trails are located including areas between 

trails and the rim and staging areas.  The area for 

evaluation of direct effects includes fifty feet on each 

side of the proposed ROW centerline for a total one 

hundred- foot corridor and a fifty-foot buffer from the 

exterior margin of all staging areas, pull-outs and trail 

realignments.  At least 21 known sites would be 

affected by passage of vehicles and/or human activity 

along the proposed trail system. Impacts on cultural 

resources are addressed in detail in this EA. 

Cameron Cox  1/6/15 

NI 
Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions** 

The proposed trail system involves burning fossil 

carbon based fuels for trail construction, and 

maintenance and operation of ATVs on the trail system. 

These activities would produce byproducts such as 

CO2, water vapor, etc. Ongoing research has identified 

the potential effects of so-called “greenhouse gas” 

(GHG) emissions (including CO2, methane, nitrous 

oxide, water vapor and several trace gasses) on global 

climate. Though in a remote area, the release of these 

gasses during construction and ATV use would be 

cumulative with other local GHG releases (such as 

Cliff Giffen  11/8/13 
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Determi-

nation 
Resource Rationale for Determination* Signature Date 

traffic on local surface roads, Highway 191, mining, and 

farming) and regional and global releases. The lack of 

scientific tools to predict climate change on local or 

regional scales limits the ability to quantify potential 

future impacts as a result of this small project or 

cumulatively with other activities within the analysis 

area with any confidence. Intermittent use of small 

engines would likely not contribute directly in a 

significant way to local GHG emissions. 

NI Environmental Justice 

Executive Order (EO) 12898 requires identifying and 

addressing disproportionately high and adverse human 

health and environmental impacts of federal programs, 

policies, and activities on minority or low income 

populations. Environmental effects of the Proposed 

Action are expected to be minor and would not be 

disproportionately borne by minority or low-income 

populations. 

Brian Quigley  1/6/14 

NP 
Farmlands (Prime or 

Unique) 

The MFO does not include any designated prime and 

unique farmlands administered by the BLM (MFO 

PRMP/FEIS, pg 4-7). 

Jed Carling  1/21/14 

PI 

Fish and Wildlife 

Excluding USFW 

Designated Species 

There are no fish in the Recapture drainage below 

Recapture Reservoir. 

The proposed routes occur within habitat identified as 

crutial winter range for mule deer and elk. 

Wildlife may be temporarily displaced during 

construction of a total of 11.67 miles of new trail which 

would be done using a trail cat. They may also be 

displaced during times when trail cat works is done for 

maintenance. Construction would not occur from 

November 15-August 14 to protect wintering big game, 

migratory birds and raptors.  

 

Use of the trail system also would disturb wildlife on an 

intermittent and occasional basis.  Species that are 

particularly sensitive to human presence and intrusion 

would be affected by use of the trail system. 

 

Other than the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (SWFL) 

(Endangered) and Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo 

(WYBC) (Threatened) and Mexican Spotted Owl (MSO) 

there are no known potential habitats for Utah Division 

of Wildlife or Utah BLM Sensitive Species within the 

vicinity of the proposed ATV trail system. 

Amanda Scott  1/6/15 
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Determi-

nation 
Resource Rationale for Determination* Signature Date 

PI Floodplains 

Flows in Recapture Wash are generally controlled by 

the dam at Recapture Reservoir that is immediately 

upstream of segments 1 and 2 of the proposed trail 

system. 

 

The MFO RMP dated November, 2008 states under 

Management Action RIP-5 that “no new surface-

disturbing activities are allowed within active floodplains 

… unless it can be shown that: a) there is no practical 

alternative, or b) all long-term impacts can be fully 

mitigated, or c) the activity will benefit and enhance the 

riparian area (page 113). Also, under the RMP’s 

Appendix B (Stipulations), floodplains are classified as 

No Surface Occupancy (NSO) with the exceptions 

noted above (a, b, or c). The purposes of these 

stipulations are to protect and conserve floodplains and 

associated vegetation. 

 

About 0.86 miles of proposed trail would occupy about 

1.06 acres of floodplain.  Impacts are addressed in the 

riparian vegetation and water resource sections of the 

EA. 

Jeremy Jarnecke  1/6/15 

NI 
Fuels/Fire 

Management 

The proposed action would not affect hazardous fuels 

reduction activities or hamper wildland fire response.  

Presence of a maintained trail in the bottom of  

Recapture Canyon could provide access for fire control 

in the event of a fire in the canyon. 

Paul Plemons  1/6/15 

NI 

Geology / Mineral 

Resources/Energy 

Production 

According to the 2008 MFO RMP (Maps 18 and 19), the 

proposed ATV route segments are within an area which 

is available for leasable and saleable mineral resource 

development. The RMP leasing categories include 

standard conditions and timing limitations. There are 

currently no active mineral operations near the 

proposed action. The proposed action would not 

interfere with future mineral resource development 

because legal access to public lands for purposes of 

mineral exploration and development would not be 

encumbered by issuance of the proposed ROW. 

Rebecca Hunt Foster  1/6/15 

NI 

Invasive 

Species/Noxious 

Weeds (EO 13112) 

There are no known infestations of State of Utah listed 

noxious weeds in the immediate vicinity of the proposed 

action. There would be various vectors that could 

disseminate and spread weeds, such as motorized use, 

livestock, hikers, wildfire, wind, wildlife, and surface 

disturbances.  

Jed Carling 1/24/14 
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The limited scope of proposed trail outside of existing 

trail alignments (2.08 miles) associated with trail 

construction should curtail the opportunity for the 

establishment and propagation of invasive and noxious 

weed species. The 9.59 miles of existing trail do not 

contain known noxious weed species. Further use of 

the routes is not expected to measurably contribute to 

the spread and establishment of invasive species 

and/or noxious weeds as indicated by the lack of these 

undesired plants in the area and nearby roads.  

 

In the unlikely event that State of Utah listed noxious 

weeds establish as a result of the proposal, the 

applicant (SJC) would be responsible for immediately 

controlling these weeds utilizing BLM’s integrated pest 

management strategies. The county has an active weed 

department and is a member of SJC Weed 

Management Area, along with the BLM, thereby 

providing expertise and ability for early detection and 

rapid response to weed infestations. This limits potential 

impacts from weeds to the adjacent rangelands 

resulting from the action and use of the trail.  

 

Therefore, for reasons listed above, invasive species 

and noxious weeds would not be impacted to a degree 

that detailed analysis is required. 

PI Lands/Access 

About 0.32 miles of the proposed ATV trail would be on 

private lands and the remaining 11.35 miles would be 

on public lands administered by the BLM. Access to 

public lands would be enhanced rather than 

encumbered by the proposed action. The proposed 

ROW grant would allow public use across both the 

private and the BLM portions of the proposed trail 

system.  The private land portions would be accessible 

under a land owner agreement between the private land 

owner and SJC and the BLM portions of the proposed 

trail system would be authorized under the authority of 

Title V of FLPMA with stipulations on the types of 

vehicles that could be used on each segment of the 

system. Impacts on lands and access is addressed in 

the recreation section in Chapter 4 of the EA. 

Christopher Ransel  1/6/15 

NI Livestock Grazing 
The trail system passes through the Browns Canyon 

and Bulldog livestock grazing allotments. Construction, 
Jed Carling 1/24/14 
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nation 
Resource Rationale for Determination* Signature Date 

maintenance, and use of the 11.67-mile trail system 

would not measurably influence livestock grazing 

management, cattle distribution, and/or available 

forage. This is due to the limited amount of new surface 

disturbance (17.73 acres) in relation to the scale of the 

allotments (approximately 8,214 BLM acres in the 

Bulldog Allotment and 858 BLM acres in the Browns 

Canyon Allotment). The area is primarily a woodland 

community which would limit reductions in available 

forage from the trail. Also, portions of the allotments are 

currently used for multiple use activities, including 

ATVs. 

Design features have been built into the proposed 

action (e.g. placement of cattle guards across range 

fences) to limit impacts between livestock grazing and 

ATV users. Also, conflicts between ATV users and 

livestock on the trail would be sporadic since the 

allotments season of use is limited to 11/16 – 03/15 

(Browns Canyon Allotment) and 5/18-9/30 (Bulldog 

Allotment) with livestock distributed across the 

allotment. 

Therefore, for reasons listed above, livestock grazing 

would not be impacted to a degree that detailed 

analysis is required.  

NP 
Wild Horses and 

Burros 

No wild horse herd management areas (HMAs) were 

designated by the MFO RMP, 2008. Therefore, the 

proposed trail system is not within any wild horse herd 

management unit (HMA).  

Jed Carling  1/6/14 

PI Migratory Birds. 

The proposed routes would potentially displace 

migratory birds and raptors from the area. Use of the 

trail system during the breeding and nesting season 

may disturb migratory birds and raptors.  No 

construction would occur during the raptor or migratory 

bird breeding or nesting seasons (March1- August 31) 

and seasonal spatial buffers would be implemented to 

reduce impacts. 

Amanda Scott  1/6/14 

NI 
Native American 

Religious Concerns 

No tribal lands would be crossed by the proposed trail 

system. The tribes have expressed concerns over the 

effect of the proposed trail system on cultural resource 

sites and ten tribal groups participated as Consulting 

Parties in the preparation of the Programmatic 

Agreement Between the USDI Bureau of Land 

Management, Monticello Field Office, Utah State 

Historic Preservation Office, Advisory Council on 

D. Simonis 1/14/14 
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Historic Preservation, and SJC regarding the Recapture 

Canyon ATV Trail system ROW Application. The Hopi 

Tribe in particular have expressed concerns about 

direct, indirect and cumulative adverse effects and have 

repeatedly stated in letters to the BLM that they do not 

support the development of a Programmatic Agreement 

and continue to support the permanent closure of the 

illegally created  trail in Recapture Canyon. The Hopi 

Tribe is also concerned about damage to cultural 

resources being addressed by the BLM before any 

decision to allow future trail development in the canyon. 

Execution of the programmatic agreement by the 

signatories and implementation of its terms is evidence 

that the BLM has taken into account the effects of the 

project on historic properties under the NHPA, has 

consulted with the tribes and has met the requirements.  

 

No specific Native American religious concerns have 

been expressed and no religious sites have been 

identified. Other Native American concerns and 

comments are addressed in the consultation and 

coordination section of the EA. 

PI Paleontology 

Portions of the proposed trail construction would be in 

the Jurassic and Cretaceous geologic formations with a 

Potential Fossil Yield Classification (PFYC) of 5 where 

the probability for impacting significant fossils is high. 

Vertebrate fossils or scientifically significant invertebrate 

fossils are known or can reasonably be expected to 

occur in the impacted area. On-the-ground surveys prior 

to authorizing any surface disturbing activities would be 

necessary along with on-site monitoring during the 

proposed 7.9 miles of trail construction in PFYC Class 5 

areas. 

ReBecca Hunt-Foster 1/23/14 

NI 
Rangeland Health 

Standards  

Utah Standards for Rangeland Health are individually 

addressed as separate resources for determination of 

impacts in this checklist (Standard #1-Soils, #2-

Riparian, #3-Biotic (vegetation/wildlife), and #4-Water 

Quality). Thereby, there are no impacts that require 

detailed analysis to Rangeland Health Standards and 

Guidelines that are not already being considered by the 

individual resources. 

Jed Carling 1/21/14 

PI Recreation 

Recreational impacts would be positive for motorized 

users. The ATV trail would provide new motorized 

access in the bottom of Recapture Canyon which is 

Nick Walendziak  1/6/2015 
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closed to such use under the MFO RMP TMP and 2007 

closure order for Recapture Canyon.  The proposed 

action would create user conflicts between those 

seeking a non-motorized experience and ATV users. 

NI Socio-Economics 

Some socio-economic benefits could occur from the 

proposed ATV trail as it may help to draw some ATV 

enthusiasts to SJC and the city of Blanding. However, 

these benefits are expected to be small on a 

countywide basis. 

Brian Quigley 1/6/14 

PI Soils 

The MFO RMP contains management decision SOLW– 

7 (RMP, p. 116) to “Manage uses to minimize and 

mitigate damage to soils”. The area of the trail is subject 

to the surface disturbing stipulations for Fragile 

Soils/Slopes over 20 percent (RMP, Appendix B, p. 6).  

Jeremy Jarnecke 1/6/15 

NP 

Threatened, 

Endangered or 

Candidate Plant 

Species 

There are no known threatened, endangered or 

candidate plant species within or near the proposed 

ATV trails. 

Amanda Scott  1/6/14 

PI 

Threatened, 

Endangered or 

Candidate Animal 

Species 

The proposed ATV routes are near potential MSO 

foraging areas. The Project Area does not contain 

suitable nesting habitat for MSO.  Surveys have been 

completed in the Project Area for MSO, most recently in 

2010, and no owls have been found.  The riparian 

zones in Recapture Canyon provide SWFL 

(Endangered) and potential WYBC (Threatened) 

potentially suitable habitat.  Construction would not 

affect nesting birds because it would be done outside of 

the breeding/nesting season. However, passage of 

ATVs and increase human presence through the 

riparian zones may displace birds on an intermittent 

basis. No WYBC have been observed during 

inventories in the Project Area. SWFL have been 

detected in the Project Area as a migrant The proposed 

routes may adversely impact SWFL and its associated  

potentially suitable habitat. 

Amanda Scott 1/6/15 

NI 
Wastes  

(hazardous or solid) 

The proposed action incorporates Standard Operating 

Procedures which provide adequate mitigation for solid 

wastes that may be generated as a result of approving 

the project.  Fuel for the trail cat would be carried to the 

work sites on the cat in approved containers. No other 

hazardous wastes or materials are expected to be 

generated, stored, transported or disposed of as a 

result of the project. 

Jeff Brown  1/6/15 
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PI 

Water 

Resources/Quality 

(drinking/surface/groun

d) 

Construction of 11.67 miles of  trail could increase 

sediment load in Recapture Creek. About 5.1 miles of 

the proposed trail system are in Recapture Canyon near 

Recapture Creek.   

Because ATVs would cross stream segments and 

accelerate erosion impacts on water quality in 

Recapture Creek are analyzed in this EA. 

At present water is not diverted from Recapture Creek 

downstream of the Project Area for domestic, 

agricultural, or other purposes, and there are no fish in 

the creek between the dam and the San Juan River. 

Recapture Creek and its tributaries are within BLM 

livestock grazing  allotments and are utilized for 

livestock and wildlife watering. 

Water availability for livestock and wildlife use would not 

be affected. 

Jeremy Jarnecke  1/6/15 

PI 
Wetlands/Riparian 

Zones 

About 0.74 miles of the 11.67 miles (6.3 percent) would 

be within or adjacent to riparian vegetation (within a 10-

foot buffer). Of this 0.71 miles would be below the rim of 

Recapture Canyon and 0.03 miles would be above the 

Rim. About 4.74 of the proposed 11.67 miles of trails 

(40.6 percent, mainly along Segments 1 and 2) would 

be within a 100 meter buffer of riparian vegetation. 

The existing roads and trails disturb about 0.91 acres of 

wetland and 0.85 acres of floodplain.  

Jeremy Jarnecke 1/6/15 

NP Wild and Scenic Rivers 

The MFO RMP determined that four (4) river segments 

are suitable for designation into the National Wild and 

Scenic River System (RMP Map 12). None of these 

Wild and Scenic River segments are within the Project 

Area. 

Nick Walendziak 1/6/15 

NP Wilderness/WSA 

The proposed project would not pass through any 

designated wilderness or wilderness study area (WSA) 

identified on Map 10 of the MFO RMP. 

Nick Walendziak 1/6/15 

NI Woodland / Forestry 

There would be no impact to the overall availability of 

woodland and forestry products (i.e. firewood) because 

the majority of the routes currently exist (approximately 

9.59 miles) and only 2.08 miles of new trail would 

remove vegetation on about 3.02 acres. Recapture 

Canyon is not open to firewood cutting under the MFO 

RMP. 

Amanda Scott 1/6/14 

NI 

Vegetation Excluding 

USFW Designated 

Species 

Segments 1 and 2 of the proposed trail system are in 

the bottom and along the lower benches in Recapture 

Canyon. Major ecological sites associated with this area 
Jed Carling 1/21/14 
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are Semi-desert Shallow Sandy Loams (Utah Juniper – 

Pinyon), Upland Loams (Basin Big Sagebrush), and 

Sandstone Rockland. These sites often have shallow 

soils with a high rock component that limits native 

vegetative ground cover. 

 

Vegetation is primarily composed of pinyon and juniper 

woodlands, sagebrush, rabbitbrush, oakbrush, 

skunkbush sumac, and cliffrose with an understory of 

Indian ricegrass, western wheatgrass, sand dropseed, 

and galleta grass. The drainage has intermittent and 

scattered riparian plants consisting primarily of willows 

and cottonwoods (see Wetlands / Riparian Zones for 

further details). 

 

Segment 1 (1.21 miles) is an existing road which is 

used by full-sized vehicles to maintain a pipeline 

authorized by a Title V right-of-way and by BLM for 

administrative purposes. Little additional vegetation 

would be removed along Segment 1.  

 

Segment 2 is 3.78 miles in length, of which 1.22 miles 

would be new construction connected to re-routes. Re-

routes are primarily pinyon and juniper woodland 

vegetation type. Woodlands are separately addressed 

for determination of impacts in this checklist (see 

Woodlands / Forestry section).  

 

Segment 3 is along the mesa top and bench west of 

Recapture Canyon and is composed of 4.16  miles, of 

which 0.60 miles are new construction. This area is 

primarily consists of Upland Stoney Loam (Pinyon – 

Utah Juniper), Upland Loam (Basin Big Sagebrush), 

Semidesert Shallow Sandy Loam (Utah Juniper – 

Pinyon), and Upland Shallow Loam (Pinyon – Utah 

Juniper). Vegetation is similar to that previously 

described in Segments 1 and 2. The new constructed 

and existing routes are primarily pinyon and juniper 

vegetation.  

 

Segments 4 (0.79 miles), 5 (0.66 miles), and 6 (0.73 

miles) are all existing routes that require only 0.26 miles 

of new construction or vegetation removal.  

 

The Lems Draw and Browns Canyon trailheads are 

previously disturbed sites that contain minimal desired 

vegetation. Thus there are no meaningful impacts to 

vegetation with construction of the trailheads.  

 

These actions would not affect vegetation to a degree 
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that detailed analysis is required. This is because the 

scale of new surface disturbance (2.08 miles or 3.03 

acres) is nominal in relation to available ecological site 

and other vegetation in the immediate area, 

Approximately 9.59 miles have existing disturbance  

and would require little further vegetative removal.  The 

primary vegetative community is a pinyon and woodland 

community whose determination of impacts are 

addressed separately in this checklist, biotic integrity 

would continue and be maintained at a level appropriate 

for the site and species involved, and it would have no 

negative influence on the landscape’s ability to achieve 

Standard #3 for Rangeland Health as it relates to 

vegetation. (see Wetlands / Riparian Zones for further 

details on impacts on riparian vegetation).   

NI Visual Resources 

The Project Area is situated in VRM Class III and Class 

IV as determined by the Monticello 2008 RMP. 

Objectives for Class III are to partially retain the existing 

character of the landscape. The level of change to the 

characteristic landscape should be moderate. 

Objectives for Class IV are to provide for management 

activities which require major modification of the 

existing character of the landscape. The level of change 

to the characteristic landscape can be high in this class. 

The proposed ATV trail and the alternatives meet 

the VRM Class III and VRM Class IV requirements.  

Therefore Visual Resources is not carried forward 

for analysis. 

Nick Walendziak 1/6/15 

NP 
Areas with Wilderness 
Characteristics** 

The Proposed trail system is in an area that has not 

been proposed by the public for wilderness and was not 

inventoried for Wilderness Character in the BLM 1999 

wilderness inventory. The 2008 MFO RMP did not 

consider Recapture Canyon as potential wilderness and 

did not include the Project Area in an area to be 

managed for Wilderness Character.  Therefore, it is not 

a BLM Natural Area (MFO ROD and Approved Plan, 

Map 8) and does not possess wilderness character.  

 

Nick Walendziak  1/6/15 
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Appendix D 

Summary of Public Scoping Comments and Responses 

 

In response to the December, 2013 ENBB posting, the BLM received letters and e-mail inputs 

numerous individuals and groups. The majority of inputs were signed form letters following the 

pattern provided in the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance home page 

(https://secure2.convio.net/suwa/site/Advocacy?cmd=display&page=UserAction&id=823 

Accessed February 4, 2014) and urging the BLM to deny San Juan County’s application and 

maintain the current closure.   

On May 10, 2014 an unauthorized OHV ride was led by a SJC Commissioner and others.  A 

number of unauthorized vehicles drove over proposed Segments 1 and 2 as shown on the 

December 2013 Utah BLM Environmental Notification Bulletin Board (ENBB) scoping notice 

route map. BLM has assessed the cultural and natural resource damage done by the 

unauthorized OHV ride and has received additional input from several parties relative to the 

scope of the issues and alternatives for this EA. 

Some respondents have expressed support or opposition to the proposed trail system and/or 

provided scoping comments dealing with procedures and legal issues, the range and 

description of alternatives to be addressed and specific resource issues for analysis.  

A list of numbered comments under each topic is provided for quick reference, followed by 

summarized comments and responses. 

 

List of Comments 

 

Opposition to and Support for the Trail System (OS) 

 

OS-1 BLM should not be catering to special interest groups. 

  

OS-2 Recapture Canyon is a special place. 

 

OS-3 The proposed ATV trails would (or would not) contribute to the economy of San Juan 

County. 

 

OS-4 Approval of the proposed trail system would (or would not) meet BLM’s multiple use 

mandate and would (or would not) be in the public interest. 

 

OS-5 Approving the trail would reward illegal activity. 

 

https://secure2.convio.net/suwa/site/Advocacy?cmd=display&page=UserAction&id=823
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Procedural and Legal Issues (PL) 

 

PL-1 What happened to the 2010 EA? 

 

PL-2 BLM must comply with NEPA and all relevant laws and regulations.  

 

PL-3 Adverse impacts on cultural resources requires BLM to prepare an EIS? 

 

PL-4 BLM must prepare an EIS because issuing a ROW for a trail is precedent setting. 

 

PL-5 The purpose and need statement must reflect BLM’s needs rather than the County’s 

needs? 

 

PL-6 The scoping period should be extended because the ENBB notice didn’t include purpose 

and need. 

 

PL-7 For cumulative analysis BLM must catalogue past, present and reasonably foreseeable 

actions. 

 

PL-8 Issuance of a ROW is not in conformance with the BLM Monticello RMP. 

 

PL-9 The trails in the proposed trail system were illegally created and should not be referred to 

as “existing”? 

 

PL-10 Issuance of a FLPMA Title V ROW is not the appropriate mechanism for authorizing 

ordinary trails on BLM lands. 

 

PL-11 BLM’s approval of the proposed trail system would violate FLPMA by allowing 

unnecessary and undue degradation of the public lands. 

 

PL-12 The BLM must comply with the minimization criteria of 43 C.F.R. §8342.1 before granting the 

ROW. 

 

PL-13 BLM must comply with the NHPA and Tribal Consultation requirements. 
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PL-14 The NHPA Section 106 process should be incorporated into the EA prior to a decision. 

 

PL-15 Monitoring of impacts on cultural resources should go on for longer than five years. 

 

PL-16 BLM must take care of the closure order before issuing a ROW. 

 

PL-17 How would a ROW comply with the purposes of the closure order? 

 

PL-18 The Recapture Canyon Closure Order does not comply with law or BLM policy and must 

be lifted immediately. 

 

PL-19 BLM should stabilize ruins before authorizing trails. 

 

PL-20 Who would be responsible for funding? 

 

PL-21 BLM must comply with FLPMA’s cost recovery requirements. 

 

PL-22 BLM and San Juan County do not have sufficient funding and law enforcement to 

manage the proposed trail system. 

 

PL-23 San Juan County will not protect resources.  

 

PL-24 The proposed trail system cannot be approved until a National Register District is 

considered. 

 

PL-25 Consideration of the proposed trail system should not be done until BLM does the 

required monitoring and understands the resource impacts of vehicle use. 

 

 PL-26 BLM must do a Class I overview of the planning area before issuing the proposed ROW. 

 

PL-27 The EA for the Recapture Wash ATV ROW should start the process for designating the 

Area of Potential Effect (APE) as a Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA). 

 

PL-28 BLM must revise the category of cultural sites before issuing a ROW. 
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PL-29 The Monticello Field Office also needs to go beyond Section 106 compliance. 

 

PL-30 A cultural resource site monitoring program should be required. 

 

PL-31 San Juan County needs permission from private land owners. 

 

PL-32 Parties having no vested interest in this process should not be allowed administrative 

relief in the process. 

PL-33 BLM must independently evaluate information. 

 

Comments on the Range and Description of the Proposed ATV Trail 
System Alternatives (AL)  

 

AL-1 BLM must consider and fully analyze a range of reasonable alternatives. 

 

AL-2  An alternative with ATVs on the rim and no ATVs in the canyon should be analyzed. 

 

AL-3 Speed limits are needed. 

 

AL-4 Capacity of the trail should be discussed. 

 

AL-5 The EA should identify who would be liable for vehicular accidents. 

 

AL-6 The need for law enforcement patrols should be addressed in the EA. 

 

AL-7 The EA must state whether the trailheads would be included in the ROW. 

 

AL-8 The trails should be re-routed to mitigate improper drainage. 

 

AL-9 Alternative uses of the trail system should be analyzed. 

 

AL-10 The proposal should include education for young riders. 
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AL-11 Motorcycle or jeep usage should not be allowed in Recapture Canyon. 

 

AL-12 Construction and operation of the trails must be fully described. 

 

AL-13 The EA must disclose the term of the ROW and consider a short-term ROW. 

 

AL-14 The BLM should be able to regulate or close the trail to protect resources. 

 

AL-15 The EA must disclose what would trigger BLM to revoke or modify the ROW. 

 

AL-16 The EA must disclose whether the proposed trail system would preclude livestock 

permits and  describe how ATVs would cross fences. 

 

AL-17 The EA must disclose how the trail would provide for livestock management. 

 

AL-18 Paleontological survey should be included as mitigation. 

 

Comments on Issues and Analysis (IA) 

 

IA-1 The EA must address a full range of resource impacts. 

 

IA-2 The EA must address the impacts of group ATV activity. 

 

IA-3 The EA must address the foreseeable impacts of rewarding illegal route creation. 

 

IA-4 The EA must address the impacts of illegal use of vehicles and route proliferation. 

 

IA-5 The EA must discuss the background and circumstances surrounding this proposal. 

 

IA-6 The EA must assess the cumulative impacts of these new routes. 

 

IA-7 The indirect impacts of opening the trail to other uses must be analyzed. 
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IA-8 The EA must analyze the impacts of ATVs on air quality. 

 

IA-9 For cultural resource analysis the APE (area of potential effect) must be large enough to 

include cultural sites within sight or proximity of the proposed ROW.  

 

IA-10 Impacts on cliff dwellings must be analyzed. 

 

IA-11 The EA should acknowledge that Recapture Canyon and the surrounding area have 

already been impacted. 

 

IA-12 The impacts of cattle on cultural resources must be addressed. 

IA-13 The analysis should analyze the effectiveness of mitigation in protecting cultural 

resources. 

 

IA-14 The analysis should show that increased ease of access will lead to increased looting and 

vandalism. 

 

IA-15 The analysis should show that those who vandalize cultural resource sites avoid roads. 

 

IA-16 The analysis should show that ATV riders will not destroy cultural resource sites. 

 

IA-17 The EA should describe the current Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) Inventory 

and Management Classes. 

 

IA-18 The analysis should show that the trail would provide a wonderful recreation experience 

for everyone. 

 

IA-19 The analysis should show how much traffic could be allowed before the quality of the 

desired experience would be degraded? 

 

 IA-20 Impacts on recreation should be analyzed on a regional basis. 

 

IA-21 The EA should describe how the proposed action would impact current recreation users. 

 IA-22 The analysis should show that transfer of management of the Recapture Canyon area 

to San Juan County would be a significant step towards resolving the socially based user 

conflicts. 
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IA-23 The impacts of noise should be analyzed. 

 

IA-24 Impacts on wildlife habitat must be addressed. 

 

IA-25 Impacts from introduction and spread of invasive plants must be addressed. 

 

IA-26 Impacts on special status plant species should be addressed. 

 

IA-27 Impacts on riparian vegetation must be addressed and how BLM would comply with its 

riparian policy must be explained. 

 

IA-28 The analysis must address transportation and access. 

 

IA-29 The analysis must address route density and habitat fragmentation. 

 

IA-30 Economic impacts should be addressed. 

 

IA-31 The analysis should show that non-motorized use would be better for the economy than 

motorized. 

 

IA-32 Impacts on paleontological resources should be addressed. 

 

Summarized Comments and Responses 

 

Opposition to and Support for the Trail System (OS) 

 

OS-1 BLM should not be catering to special interest groups. 

Comment:  Commenters expressed both support for and opposition to the proposed ATV trail 
system.  Supporters and opponents both noted that the opposing faction is a “special interest 
group” and there are other areas for ATV use and non-motorized use by special interest groups. 

Response: The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 and the Monticello RMP 

provide for both motorized and non-motorized recreation on the public lands. The description of 

the affected environment and analysis of environmental consequences describe the alternate 
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opportunities for and impacts on ATV use, biking, hiking and other non-motorized uses in the 

vicinity of the proposed trail system. 

OS-2 Recapture Canyon is a special place. 

Comment:  Those who support the project noted that Recapture Canyon is located less than 

two miles from Blanding, and has been a favorite canyon for residents and visitors alike for 

many generations. They believe that “most” of those who visit use ATVs as a way to expand 

their ability to see the area, and the canyon should be available to everyone.  They note that 

Recapture Canyon offers a unique opportunity for viewing cultural resources from an ATV, that 

authorizing this trail system would acknowledge that the area is going to be visited by ATV 

riders anyway, but gives a way for the agencies to watch over and monitor use more 

consistently. They stated that education of all users of the area on the significance and unique 

opportunities to access the canyon would increase awareness and the value and protection of 

these resources. 

Those who oppose the proposed ATV trail also note that Recapture Canyon is located less than 

two miles from Blanding but still offers a quiet environment in a “remote” setting with cultural 

resources that should be protected and respected. 

Response:  As noted in the response to comment OS-1 the EA addresses the current setting 

and resources of the Project Area and the opportunities for recreation within and near the 

proposed trail system.  The decision record (DR) for the proposed trail system will explain the 

factors considered by BLM in arriving at the decision. 

OS-3 The proposed ATV trails would (or would not) contribute to the economy of 
San Juan County. 

Comment: Those who support the project believe that it should be approved because the 

opportunity to see cultural sites from ATVs would draw visitors and contribute to the economic 

viability of the Blanding Area.  Those who oppose the project believe that denying the ROW and 

leaving the canyon in its present condition would provide for non-motorized use and over the 

long term would provide a larger economic contribution to the area than risking damage to 

cultural and other resources by ATV use. 

Response: The ID Team Checklist (Appendix C) discusses the potential economic impact of 

the proposed action.  BLM has concluded that recreation use in Recapture Canyon would 

cumulatively contribute to the economic condition of San Juan County, but in and of itself would 

not be a significant socio-economic factor in the County.  Neither approval nor denial of the 

proposed action would result in a noticeable improvement or deterioration of economic 

conditions in San Juan County. 

OS-4 Approval of the proposed trail system would (or would not) meet BLM’s 
multiple use mandate and would (or would not) be in the public interest. 

Comment:  Those who support the project believe that through approval of the ROW BLM 

would meet its multiple-use mandate and that it would be in the public interest to allow both 

motorized and non-motorized use in the Canyon. It would make the canyon available to the 

handicapped and senior citizens who rely on vehicular access for experiencing the public lands.  

Those who oppose the project believe that BLM’s approval would violate laws designed to 
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protect resources, manage the lands based on the   desires of the local population rather than 

resource protection and that the public interest would best be served by protecting resources 

from potential impacts of ATV use.  They argue that the proposed trail system would not be in 

the public interest. 

Response:   FLPMA Section 102(a)(8) directs that the public lands be managed in a manner 

that will protect the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air and 

atmospheric, water resource, and archeological values; that, where appropriate, will preserve 

and protect certain public lands in their natural condition; that will provide food and habitat for 

fish and wildlife and domestic animals; and that will provide for outdoor recreation and human 

occupancy and use.  FLPMA also explains that when considering public interest the Secretary 

concerned shall give full consideration to better Federal land management and the needs of 

State and local people, including needs for lands for the economy, community expansion, 

recreation areas, food, fiber, minerals, and fish and wildlife. 

The EA addresses the opportunities for recreation and protection of resources and discloses the 

environmental impacts of both approval of the proposed action and denial of the proposed 

action (No Action Alternative).  BLM’s rationale for its decision, including how it weighs the 

“public interest” will be included in the DR for the proposed trail system. 

OS-5 Approving the trail would reward illegal activity. 

Comment: Those who oppose the project believe that the proposed action would reward illegal 

activity, and give the people that created the illegal trail amnesty, by giving them even more 

trails.  They believe that it would provide an incentive for illegal trail work if BLM provides legal 

authorization for an illegally created trail. 

Response: BLM is not “rewarding” illegal behavior and would not be authorizing an “illegally 

created trail”.  BLM is responding to an application from San Juan County for a ROW for a trail 

system (that includes portions of an illegally created trail). The proposed trail system would be 

open to the public for a variety of uses including ATVs (65 inches or less), motorcycles, 

bicycles, hiking and horseback riding. Title V of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 

identifies ROWs as a valid use of the public land.  Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 43 

Subpart 2803.10 identifies who may hold a ROW grant:  “to hold a grant under these 

regulations, you must be: (a) An individual, association, corporation, partnership, or similar 

business entity, or a Federal agency or state, tribal, or local government; (b) Technically and 

financially able to construct, operate, maintain, and terminate the use of the public lands you are 

applying for; and (c) Of legal age and authorized to do business in the state where the right-of-

way you seek is located. 

BLM is responding to the County’s ROW application (See the response to comments PL-8 and 

PL-10 concerning the Title V Authorization for the proposed trail system).  The proposed action 

is in conformance with the BLM MFO RMP and this EA discloses the environmental 

consequences of either approving or denying the proposed action.  Supporting rationale for 

BLM’s decision to either approve or deny the ROW will be included in a DR following completion 

of the EA. 

Procedural and Legal Issues (PL) 
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PL-1 What happened to the 2010 EA? 

Comment: What ever happened to the first EA process that BLM asserted was "90 percent 

complete" in 2010. Since so much effort and, presumably, public funding went into that effort, 

will any of that information be used in this most recent scoping? If not, why not? In addition, the 

current ROW process is being described as an entirely new application by the county (Nov. 

2012) rather than a continuation of a process begun in 2006. 

Response:  In order to incorporate the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 

process into the EA, the 2010 version of the EA was not released pending completion of the 

Section 106 process.  The Cultural Resources Programmatic Agreement (PA) that is the 

outcome of the Section 106 process was signed on November 13, 2013 and is incorporated into 

this EA (Appendix A) along with updated scoping and resource information. Chapter 1 of the EA 

explains the history and status of the proposed trail system. 

PL-2 BLM must comply with NEPA and all relevant laws and regulations.  

Comment:  In developing the EA for the proposed ROW for the off‐road vehicle route network, BLM 

should ensure that the project and analysis complies with all aspects of the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 USC §§ 4321‐4370f; the Federal Land Policy and 

Management Act (FLPMA), 43 USC §§ 1701-‐1785, and off-‐road vehicle (ORV) route 

designation regulations at 43 C.F.R § 8342.1; the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), 16 

USC §§ 470-‐470x-‐6, and the Utah Riparian Policy. Specifically, BLM must: develop a purpose 

and need for the proposed action that is not unduly narrow; take a hard look at the 

environmental impacts of the proposed routes network and the proposed  right‐of-way;  consider a 

range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed right‐of‐way; comply with the minimization criteria 

of the ORV regulations; and consult with appropriate parties and conduct an adequate inventory 

of the cultural resources that may be present within each route’s area of potential effects. 

Response:  The “authorizing actions” and “relationships to other land use plans, policies and 

regulations” sections in Chapter 1 of the EA identify those regulations and laws that are 

pertinent to the proposed ATV trail system.  Also see the responses to specific comments 

regarding alternatives, ROW regulations and cultural resources. 

BLM fully considered the designation regulations and criteria in 43 CFR 8342.1 in analyzing the 

proposal.  Review by ID team checklist resource specialists ensured that all potential resource 

impacts were considered and addressed in the proposed action.  BLM also relied upon 

feedback from staff, the public, livestock permittees, adjacent landowners and the applicant to 

ensure that the proposed action would adequately meet the need for the proposed action.   

PL-3 Adverse impacts on cultural resources requires BLM to prepare and EIS? 

Comment:  If the NHPA Section 106 process identifies an adverse effect, that would constitute 

a significant effect and result in rejection of the application or issuance of a Notice of Intent for 

an EIS. 

Response:  An adverse effect on cultural resources does not necessarily constitute a 

“significant” effect for NEPA purposes.  According to the Council on Environmental Quality 
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(CEQ) guidelines for implementation of NEPA (40 CFR 1508.27) “Significantly” as used in 

NEPA requires considerations of both context and intensity.”  One of the considerations of 

intensity is “the degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, 

structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or 

may  cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources.”( 40 CFR 

1508.27(b)(8)).   The EA and PA address the degree of potential impacts on cultural resources.  

BLM will make a finding on the significance of the impacts prior to approval or denial of the 

proposed action.  If impacts are found to be “significant”, BLM would either deny the proposed 

ROW or issue a Notice of Intent for preparation of an EIS. 

PL-4 BLM must prepare an EIS because issuing a ROW for a trail is precedent 
setting. 

Comment: The proposed right‐of‐way for the off‐road vehicle route network is located in an area 

with known significant cultural resource sites, with sites in and near the proposed right‐of‐way 

that are determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The proposed 

right‐of‐way’s route network is located in an ecologically sensitive riparian area. To the best of 

our knowledge, there are no off‐road vehicle ROWs  across BLM‐managed land anywhere nation‐wide, 

with the exception of two short rights‐of‐way the BLM granted to San Juan County several years ago 

that are dissimilar to the proposed Recapture Canyon route network ROW.. A decision to grant 

this proposed off‐road vehicle ROW could establish a precedent for future actions by the BLM in 

Utah and across the West. Thus, the BLM must prepare an EIS for this project. 

Response:  A decision to grant or not grant a ROW will be made after the analysis is complete. 

Granting a ROW for recreation is not precedent setting and ROWs have been used in other 

BLM offices for recreational purposes.  For example, the Moab Field office issued a ROW grant 

for an ATV trail to San Juan County in 2001, and has amended it twice since then to add 

additional routes.  Thirteen years of experience with this has shown it to be a beneficial 

arrangement for more intensively managing a recreational amenity.  BLM frequently issues 

ROWs to itself for routes, such as for dogsled trails in Alaska and roads into campgrounds, to 

establish the dominant use and purpose of the route.  The Canyon Country District established 

a policy in 2009 to prioritize implementation of the 2008 RMP TMP and to describe the process 

for modifying the TMP to add or subtract routes. Both San Juan and Grand County have utilized 

this process to request formal route designations through an EA process; these were not ROW 

applications.  ROWs can be an effective management tool when a willing local government with 

an established track record applies for a ROW that commits them to more intensive 

management than BLM would normally consider.  The ROW applications are evaluated in a EA 

in a fully public process, including EA comment periods.  FLPMA grants BLM the authority to 

issue ROWs for trails. BLM construction and management of the trail system without granting a 

ROW is addressed in the EA and could be applied to approval of the proposed trail system. 

Additionally, “Significantly” as used in NEPA does not refer to the “type” of authorizing action, 

but refers to the significance of environmental consequences (43 CFR 1508.27). The 

environmental impacts of the proposed trail system would be the same regardless of the legal 

authority used to authorize the action so long as the terms and conditions of the authorization 

and the implementation of the proposed project are the same (See the response to Comment 

PL-10 regarding the use of a FLPMA Title V ROW to authorize the proposed trail system).   
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The CEQ regulations at 43 CFR 1501.4, Whether to Prepare an Environmental Impact 

Statement, CEQ state that, “(2) In certain limited circumstances, which the agency may cover in 

its procedures under §1507.3, the agency shall make the finding of no significant impact 

available for public review (including state and areawide clearinghouses) for 30 days before the 

agency makes its final determination whether to prepare an environmental impact statement 

and before the action may begin. The circumstances are: (i) The proposed action is, or is 

closely similar to, one which normally requires the preparation of an environmental impact 

statement under the procedures adopted by the agency pursuant to §1507.3, or (ii) The nature 

of the proposed action is one without precedent.”  A proposed trail system does not normally 

require preparation of an EIS (Department of Interior Manual  516 11.8, Major Actions Normally 

Requiring Preparation Of An EIS) and is not an action “without precedent”.   There are many 

recreational trails on the public land and the environmental impacts of trail systems are well 

understood. 

In Section 1508.27 Significantly, CEQ states that significance is based on considerations of both 

context and intensity.  Section 1508.27 (b) Intensity states that intensity refers to the “severity of 

impact” and notes that responsible officials must bear in mind that more than one agency may 

make decisions about partial aspects of a major action. “The following should be considered in 

evaluating intensity: (6) The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future 

actions with significant effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.”  

In summary, the full scope of actions put into motion by a decision must be considered and 

NEPA documents must analyze the impacts of connected actions that could be implemented 

without further agency review and discretion. 

 In this case, the proposed action is a site-specific authorization of a proposed trail system with 

construction and operation of the trail system under the terms and conditions of the 

authorization. This decision would not result in a loss of BLM discretion over any future proposal 

and would not obligate the BLM to authorize any future proposals under any particular type of 

authorization. It is not a “decision in principle about a future consideration” and does not 

automatically obligate BLM to prepare an EIS prior to making a decision on the proposed trail 

system.  As noted in Chapter 1 of the EA, following completion of the EA, BLM may issue a 

FONSI and DR, or if the environmental impacts of the selected alternative would be significant, 

may deny the proposed action or issue a NOI for preparation of an EIS.   

PL-5 The purpose and need statement must reflect BLM’s needs rather than the 
County’s needs? 

Comment:  The purpose and need statement for the proposed trail system must be in terms of 

the BLM’s perspective – rather than merely restating the proponent’s objectives – as the basis 

for defining a reasonable range of alternatives. This has been emphasized by the courts: 

“Project alternatives derive from an [EA’s] ‘Purpose and Need’ section, which briefly defines ‘the 

underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives 

including the proposed action, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.13. The stated goal of a project necessarily 

dictates the range of ‘reasonable’ alternatives and an agency cannot define its objectives in 

unreasonably narrow terms.” City of Carmel-By-TheSea v. U.S. Dept. of Transp., 123 F.3d 1142, 

1155 (9th Cir. 1997).  The EA must adequately inform the public as to the BLM’s purpose and 

need for the proposed routes, and not narrowly define the purpose need of the new route 

designation proposal in such as way as to make the proposed route designations the only 

alternative that meets the stated purpose and need. 
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Response:  Chapter 1 of the EA describes the BLM’s underlying need for the proposed action 

and the purposes of the proposed action as directed by 40 CFR 1508.9 (b), EAs which states 

that an EA “Shall include brief discussions of the need for the proposal..” 

The BLM’s underlying need for the proposed action arises from the need to reduce trail 

proliferation created by an increasing number of users who try to find a travel route to view 

cultural sites and other resources in the Recapture Canyon area and the need to meet public 

demand for a variety of recreational experiences including both motorized and non-motorized 

forms of recreation in the vicinity of Recapture Canyon. 

The BLM’s purposes for reviewing the proposed action are based on compliance with the 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) and the Federal regulations at 43 Code of 

Federal Regulations (CFR) 2800. The FLPMA requires the BLM to consider the issuance of 

rights-of-way (ROWs) for uses such as roads and trails on public lands. The cited Federal 

regulations (2801.2) state that it is BLM’s objective to grant ROWs to any qualified individual, 

business, or government entity and to control the use of the ROW in a manner that protects 

natural resources and prevents undue and unnecessary degradation of public lands. 

Furthermore, the Monticello Field Office (MFO) Resource Management Plan (RMP), 2008 

provides for the issuance of ROWs on appropriate public lands and the RMP specifies that the 

subject area is open for issuance of ROWs and modification of the travel managment plan 

under the terms of the RMP.  

The range of alternatives includes all reasonable alternatives, which must be rigorously 

explored and objectively evaluated, as well as those other alternatives, which are eliminated 

from detailed study with a brief discussion of the reasons for eliminating them. Section 1502.14 

(CEQ, 40 Most Asked Questions).  Chapter 2 of the EA describes the range of alternatives 

considered including those addressed in detail and those alternatives that were considered but 

eliminated from detailed study. 

PL-6 The scoping period should be extended because the ENBB notice didn’t 
include purpose and need. 

Comment:  One commenter noted that the ENBB notice did not provide a purpose and need 

statement for the proposed action and stated that alternatives could not be suggested and the 

public interest could not be addressed without knowing the purpose and need for the proposed 

action.  The commenter requested that the scoping notice be revised to include a purpose and 

need statement and that the scoping period be extended. 

Response:  According to DOI NEPA regulations at 43 CFR Part 46.235 (a) “Scoping is a 

process that continues throughout the planning and early stages of preparation of an 

environmental impact statement. Scoping is required for an environmental impact statement; 

scoping may be helpful during preparation of an environmental assessment, but is not required.” 

BLM has offered an initial scoping period for this EA to assist in identification of issues and 

alternatives and will continue scoping throughout preparation and comment on the EA. 

Additional information was provided to the commenter on January 13, 2014. The ENBB notice 

did identify the location and parameters of the proposed trail system.  Based on this information, 

alternative routing and design could be identified.  The ENBB notice provided for an extended 

scoping period of 40-days rather than the usual 30 days and provided contact information for 
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the public to contact BLM for further information.   The scoping period was not extended beyond 

40 days but the purpose and need for the proposed action and the range of alternatives are 

addressed in Chapters 1 and 2 of this EA.  A minimum 30-day public comment period is 

provided for this EA and BLM will respond to additional comments submitted during the 

comment period.  If additional reasonable alternatives are identified during the comment period, 

the BLM will incorporate those alternatives into the EA prior to issuing a decision on the 

proposed trail system. 

PL-7 For cumulative analysis BLM must catalogue past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable actions. 

Comment:   The BLM must catalogue the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable uses and 

management actions in the area that might impact the environment. Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. 

U.S. Forest Serv., 177 F.3d 800, 809–10 (9th Cir. 1999) then the BLM must analyze these 

impacts in light of the proposed action. Id. If the BLM determines that certain actions are not 

relevant to the cumulative impacts analysis, it must “demonstrat[e] the scientific basis for this 

assertion.” Sierra Club v. Bosworth, 199 F.Supp.2d 971, 983 (N.D. Cal. 2002). 

Response:  According to CEQ Memorandum dated June 24, 2005, Guidance on Considering 

Past Actions in Cumulative Effects Analysis “the CEQ regulations do not  require agencies to 

catalogue or exhaustively list and analyze all individual past actions. Simply because 

information about past actions may be available or obtained with reasonable effort does not 

mean that it is relevant and necessary to inform decisionmaking.” Chapter 4 of the EA 

addresses cumulative impacts based on the impacts of past, present and reasonably 

foreseeable actions that would impact the same resources or components of the environment in 

the same area as the proposed action.   

PL-8 Issuance of a ROW is not in conformance with the BLM Monticello RMP. 

Comment: Issuance of a ROW is not in conformance with the BLM Monticello RMP.  

Response:  BLM has concluded that changing the designation of the presently closed routes to 

open under the MFO TMP and issuance of a Title V ROW for the proposed trail system is in 

conformance with the MFO RMP.  A plan conformance statement is included in Chapter 1 of the 

EA.  In short,  decisions LAR-13 and LAR-14 allow BLM to consider lands available for ROWs 

except for exclusion and avoidance areas (the proposed trail is not in a ROW avoidance or 

exclusion area); recreational goals and objectives allow BLM to provide for multiple recreational 

uses of the public lands and to sustain a wide range of recreation opportunities; decision REC-5 

provides that new sites/facilities/trails will be developed in response to user demand, amenity 

value, and critical resource protection needs;  decision TM-2 provides that “adjustments” to 

travel management categories can be made based on recreational demand and potential 

conflict and  decision TM-6 allows BLM to modify the designated routes in the TMP based on 

the opportunity to tie into existing or planned trail networks. 

PL-9 The trails in the proposed trail system were illegally created and should not 
be referred to as “existing”? 

Comment: The proposed ATV trails on the canyon rim were not determined by BLM to be 

“existing” trails as of 2008, when the Monticello field office issued its Resource Management 

Plan and Travel Plan.   Specifically, these proposed new routes did not appear on the Monticello 
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field office’s DRMP map of Alternative  A (the no action alternative) – even though the RMP’s 

Appendix O states that San Juan County’s route inventory served as the “baseline…  since it 

was the most complete inventory [of routes] for the field office area.”   This baseline inventory of 

all of the known routes served as BLM’s Alternative A in the DRMP analysis.  See Monticello 

RMP, App. O at 13, and Attachment A – map depicting the “existing” routes (based on BLM’s 

GIS data for RMP Alternative A) and the routes in the proposed right‐of‐way. Thus, if these 

proposed right‐of‐way routes exist on the ground today, and did not appear in RMP’s Alternative 

A, it follows that the routes have been illegally created since 2008, after the Monticello RMP/TP 

was finalized. 

Response: The fact that portions of the trails included in the proposed ATV trail system did not 

appear on the map referred to in the comment does not necessarily indicate that they were 

“illegally created.”  Prior to 2007 closure order for Recapture Canyon, the area was open to 

OHV use under the San Juan RMP, and some of the existing trails may have been created by 

passage and not activity requiring a BLM permit. The map referred to in the comment did not 

show all existing trails and foot paths that “existed” in 2008. Appendix O  of the MFO Proposed 

RMP (BLM 2008), TMP states that it is important to consider the distinct purposes for which the 

County's inventory was developed, and for which the BLM is developing a travel plan for the 

Monticello resource area.  In developing a “road network inventory,” BLM determined that many 

existed, but had no purpose or need. 

In a letter dated February 9, 2005, San Juan County noted that in driving the county for their 

road inventory data gathering, they recognized numerous travel junctions [points] (2,965 

including mining roads, routes to oil wells, scenic vistas, state lands, private lands, wildlife 

guzzlers, and other uses]), which did not currently have a purpose and need. The county 

identified these with GPS point data but did not drive them or collect any line data. They also 

noted that they made no claim that their data represents all the activities occurring, but only a 

small portion.   

BLM acknowledges that the “existing” trails discussed in the EA were not identified as “existing” 

in the RMP.  However, the fact remains that the trails discussed in the EA physically exist, 

although the trails were closed to motorized public use in the 2007 closure order, and the trails 

are not designated as open and therefore are closed in the MFO TMP.  Simply identifying a trail 

as “existing” does not imply that the trail is open to motorized use or is otherwise “authorized.”   

During development of the MFO RMP TMP the question arose concerning the evaluation of a 

SPEAR Canyon Rim Trails Systems proposal.  Appendix N notes that “BLM will work with 

SPEAR (and by implication others) on proposals in the implementation phase of the TMP to 

consider on a site-specific basis NEPA process which routes, connectors, and staging areas are 

consistent with the goals and objectives of the resource management plan. BLM would 

recognize infrastructure additions under the Title V process, and will compare the proposed 

network of routes based on resource evaluations through the NEPA process (see Section 

N.9.4.2.4).”  Although this EA does not specifically analyze the SPEAR proposed trail system, it 

considers a site-specific San Juan County proposal for a proposed trail system that includes 

both existing trails and construction of new segments. 

PL-10 Issuance of a FLPMA Title V ROW is not the appropriate mechanism for 
authorizing ordinary trails on BLM lands.   
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Comment:  Issuance of a FLPMA Title V ROW is not the appropriate mechanism for 

authorizing ordinary trails on BLM lands.  BLM regulations further clarify that in granting rights-‐of 

way, the BLM must “protect[ the natural resources associated with public lands and adjacent 

lands” and prevent  unnecessary and undue degradation to public lands.” 43 C.F.R. § 

2801.2(a)(b). The regulations apply to “grants for necessary transportation or other systems and 

facilities which are in the public interest . . . .” 43 C.F.R. § 2801.6(a)(1). The proposed Recapture 

Canyon off‐road vehicle route network right‐of‐way is neither necessary for transportation nor in the 

public interest, thus the BLM does not have the authority to grant a Title V right‐of‐way for the 

proposed off‐road vehicle trails. 

Response:  See the response to comment OS-5. BLM is responding to an application for a 

ROW as proposed by San Juan County.  Section 501 of FLPMA provides that the Secretary, 

through BLM, is “authorized to grant, issue, or renew rights-or-way over, upon, under, or 

through such lands for . . . roads, trails, highways, railroads, canals, tunnels, tramways, airways, 

livestock driveways, or other means of transportation . . . . “ A common meaning of transport is 

to “cause to go from one place to another.”  Through the proposed trail system, the ROW would 

provide for the movement of individuals by ATV, bicycle, and horseback, as well as by foot 

across the public lands. 

Section 102(a)(8) of FLPMA articulates the public interest: “the public lands be managed in a 

manner that will protect the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air 

and atmospheric, water resource, and archeological values; that, where appropriate, will 

preserve and protect certain public lands in their natural condition; that will provide food and 

habitat for fish and wildlife and domestic animals; and that will provide for outdoor recreation 

and human occupancy and use. FLPMA states that when considering public interest the 

Secretary concerned shall give full consideration to better federal land management and the 

needs of State and local people, including needs for lands for the economy, community 

expansion, recreation areas food, fiber, minerals, and fish and wildlife.  BLM will explain its 

public interest findings in the DR for the proposed trail system. 

An alternative to issuance of the ROW would be for BLM to designate the existing routes as 

open under the BLM MFO TMP and independently construct and operate the trail system (See 

Alternatives C and D).  The proposed action analyzed in the EA is a joint proposal by BLM and 

San Juan County.  San Juan County has proposed to construct and monitor the proposed trail 

system which is intended to provide county support and an increased level of monitoring, law 

enforcement and resource protection.  

PL-11 BLM’s approval of the proposed trail system would violate FLPMA by 
allowing unnecessary and undue degradation of the public lands. 

Comment:  By granting the ATV right‐of‐way, the BLM will be allowing unnecessary and undue 

degradation to these public lands and resources and, in turn, will be directly abdicating its clear 

responsibilities under FLPMA. 

Response:  The FLPMA uses the phrase unnecessary or (rather than “and”) undue degradation 

indicating that one can occur without the other.  In interpreting the "unnecessary or undue 

degradation" standard, the primary question is what Congress meant by the phrase. Although 

there is a "Definitions" section in FLPMA, it does not define any of the terms in the phrase 

"unnecessary or undue degradation." See 43 USC  1702. Nor is there any other provision of 
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FLPMA that provides any explanation of this phrase. Similarly, FLPMA's legislative history is 

does not provide a clear definition of the phrase.  BLM’s mining regulations provide the most 

comprehensive definition of  “unnecessary or undue degradation”: “ (1) Fail to comply with one 

or more of the following: the performance standards in § 3809.420, the terms and conditions of 

an approved plan of operations, operations described in a complete notice, and other Federal 

and state laws related to environmental protection and protection of cultural resources;  and (2) 

Are not “reasonably incident” to prospecting, mining, or processing operations as defined in § 

3715. 0-5 of this chapter.”   Using this definition as a guide, BLM will not find that an action 

authorized by Congress under FLPMA and by FLPMA’s implementing regulations, such as the 

construction of the proposed trail, is unnecessary or undue so long as the action complies with 

all Federal, State and local laws, the resulting impacts are reasonably expected from the type of 

action authorized, and the impacts are mitigated in accordance with all existing law and policy.  

BLM is analyzing the environmental consequences of implementing the proposed action and 

alternatives, including mitigation, on resources protected under FLPMA. 

PL-12  The BLM must comply with the minimization criteria of 43 C.F.R. §8342.1 
before granting the ROW. 

Comment:  BLM’s route designations “shall be based on the protection of the resources of the 

public lands . . . and the minimization of conflicts among various uses of the public lands.” 43 

C.F.R. § 8342.1.  Designated routes shall be located “to minimize damage to soil, watershed, 

vegetation, air, or other resources . . . and to prevent impairment of wilderness suitability, . . . to 

minimize harassment of wildlife, [and] [s]pecial attention will be given to protect endangered or 

threatened species and their habitats . . . to minimize conflicts between off-‐road vehicle use 

and other existing or proposed recreational uses of the same or neighboring public lands . . .” Id.  

The BLM must comply with the minimization criteria of 43 C.F.R. §8342.1 before granting the 

right-‐of-‐way and/or designating, in whole or in part, the proposed off-‐road vehicle route 

network.  It would be an abuse of BLM’s authority to grant a FLPMA Title V right‐of‐way in order 

to avoid compliance with FLPMA’s off‐road vehicle minimization criteria. 

Response:  Travel management decisions in the MFO RMP are designed to meet the 

requirements of 43 CFR 8342.1. The RMP reduces user conflict by providing large areas that 

are closed to motorized vehicles and a multitude of routes that are designated for motorized 

use.  Modification of the TMP is in conformance with the RMP (see EA Chapter 1, Plan 

Conformance).  

BLM fully considered the designation regulations and criteria in 43 CFR 8342.1 in analyzing the 

proposal.  Review by ID team checklist resource specialists ensured that all potential 

resourcimpacts were considered and addressed in the proposed action.  Route Evaluation 

Form can be found in Appendix B. 

 BLM also relied upon feedback from staff, the public, livestock permittees, adjacent landowners 

and the applicant to ensure that the proposed action would adequately meet the need for the 

proposed action.   

The EA analyzes a range of alternatives that would minimize impacts and the DR for the 

proposed action will identify the selected alternative, the terms and conditions of approval of the 

trail system and will ensure that the trail would meet the requirements of 43 CFR 8342.1. For 
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example, the trail would be placed in such a way as to minimize impacts on other resources (eg. 

avoidance of cultural sites, moving the trail out of riparian areas to the extent possible, re-

routing to reduce slopes) and the trail system would reduce conflicts by allowing a variety of 

users and providing information on the proper use of public lands and resources.  The design, 

terms and conditions of the Proposed Action and other action alternatives are described in 

Chapter 2 of the EA. Route evaluation forms are included as Appendix B of the EA.  

PL-13 BLM must comply with the NHPA and Tribal Consultation requirements. 

Comment:  Granting the proposed right‐of‐way for the network of off‐road vehicle routes, and 

establishing trailheads with facilities is an “undertaking” pursuant to the NHPA, thus BLM must 

fully comply with Section 106 of the NHPA before granting the right‐of‐way for any of the routes 

and trailhead facilities. BLM must initiate consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer, 

relevant and affected Tribes, and other interested parties and determine the area of potential 

effects. BLM must make a reasonable and good faith effort to identify cultural resources in the 

area of potential effects, including conducting a Class III cultural resource inventory of the area 

of potential effects for each of the routes and trailheads proposed for inclusion in the right‐of‐way. 

Pursuant to the NHPA, BLM must seek ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts to the 

identified historic properties. 

Response:  BLM has complied with the requirements of Section 106 of the NHPA as well as 

Tribal Consultation Requirements.  The steps taken and the results of these processes are 

explained in the Cultural Resources PA (Appendix A), ID Team Checklist (Appendix C) and 

Chapters 3, 4 and 5 of the EA. 

PL-14 The NHPA Section 106 process should be incorporated into the EA prior to 
a decision. 

Comment: BLM has previously stated that the National Historic Preservation Act Section "106 

process will become part of the EA." Is this, in fact, the case?  The PA addresses a Class Ill 

inventory, but doesn't say when it will be finished. Will a FONSI be signed and the county 

granted a ROW prior to this happening? 

Response:  The Section 106 process has been incorporated into the EA.  A description of the 

status of cultural inventories and findings is included in the Cultural Resources section of 

Chapter 3 and Appendix A of the EA.  If approved, a FONSI and DR will be prepared and will 

consider the impacts of the proposed trail system on Cultural Resources. 

PL-15 Monitoring of impacts on cultural resources should go on for longer than 
five years. 

Comment:  The Visitor Effects Study called for in the PA allows for short-term site 

monitoring up to 5 years. Shouldn't monitoring be a requirement for the life of the 

programmatic agreement? 

Response:  If needed, monitoring would continue beyond the 5 year time frame. The PA 

provides that “at the conclusion of the 5 year study the BLM, in consultation with the Consulting 

Parties, will determine whether, and at what measurement interval, any future monitoring should 

occur.”   
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PL-16 BLM must take care of the Recapture Canyon Closure Order before issuing 
a ROW. 

Comment:  The ROW cannot be issued until the protective closure order is taken care of and a 

ROW should not be issued until damage from the illegal trail work is completely mitigated.  

Response:  The decision on the proposed action would determine if the existing roads and 

trails included in the Recapture Canyon trail system would remain closed or be opened to public 

motorized use. The current configuration and alignment of the proposed trail system does not 

include all of the trail that was impacted by illegal trail work in 2005. The remaining measures 

needed to mitigate impacts on cultural resources caused by the 2005 illegal activities would take 

place on a segment of trail that is not included in the proposed trail system.  That would take 

place with or without approval of the proposed action.  Because BLM must eliminate adverse 

impacts on six damaged cultural resource sites before lifting the 2007 closure order, the EA 

analyzes the impacts of repairing damage to the sites as an action common to all alternatives 

including the No Action Alternative. 

Existing trails that are not included in the approved trail system would remain closed to 

motorized use. 

 

PL-17 How would a ROW comply with the purposes of the closure order? 

Comment:  ow does the proposed right‐of‐way “eliminate” or “prevent recurrence” of the risk of 

adverse effects to the cultural resources in and near the proposed network of ATV routes as  

was the reason for the closure order (Federal Register, Vol. 72, No. 193, Oct. 5, 2007)? 

Response:  The alignment of the proposed trail system has been specifically identified to 

mitigate or eliminate direct impacts on cultural resources.  Vehicles would be restricted to the 

surface of the designated routes to prevent recurrence of direct impacts on cultural sites from 

operation of vehicles. The monitoring and mitigation requirements of the cultural resources PA 

(Appendix A) are designed to minimize the risk of both direct and indirect impacts on cultural 

resources.  

PL-18 The Recapture Canyon Closure Order does not comply with law or BLM 
policy and must be lifted immediately. 

Comment: The FLPMA requires that BLM give special consideration to State and local 

governments in BLM planning and BLM Washington Office (WO) Instruction Memorandum (IM) 

2010-028 directs that closure orders be considered only after other management strategies and 

alternatives have been explored including cooperative efforts with local governments and 

organizations.  BLM has not followed the requirements of FLPMA or the guidance In WO IM 

2010-028 and has ignored the requirement of the IM to limit closure or restriction orders to 24 

months.  Therefore, because San Juan County and the City of Blanding support opening the 

trail through Recapture Canyon and the closure order has been in place for over seven years, 

BLM must immediately lift the closure order. 

Response:  BLM initiated preparation of this EA in response to San Juan County’s application 

for a ROW for the proposed trail system. WO IM 2010-028 clearly states that the memorandum 
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and policy applies to new closures and restrictions but does not apply to existing closures. 

Further, WO IM 2010-028 Change 1 issued on June 15, 2011 clarifies IM 2010-028 by stating 

that “In general, the duration of temporary closure or restriction orders should be limited to 24 

months or less; however, certain situations may require longer closures and/or iterative 

temporary closures. Therefore, the existing closure order will be in effect until a decision on the 

proposed Recapture Canyon trail system approves the proposed trails or, if not approved, BLM 

finds that the existing closure order is no longer necessary. 

Therefore, the existing closure order will be in effect until a decision on the proposed Recapture 

Canyon Trail System either permanently closes or approves the proposed trails. 

PL-19 BLM should stabilize ruins before authorizing trails. 

Comment:  A program of ruin stabilization needs be done first before any such trails down 

canyon are established. Just to the north of where pipeline comes up out of canyon on the west 

side of creek there are at least three ruins that need stabilized for visitation. A cooperative plan 

to Stabilize the ruin under rock that looks alot like the Doll House ruin, and the two cliff dwellings 

under the west rim just to the north of where pipe line comes up out of canyon on west side is 

needed. 

Response:  As stated in the cultural resources section of Chapter 3, BLM has participated with 

other interested parties in preparation of a PA (Appendix A) for protection of cultural resources.  

Under the PA, the current condition of a representative sample of cultural sites would be 

surveyed and San Juan County would monitor sites and take corrective actions if necessary to 

protect the sites.   

PL-20 Who would be responsible for funding? 

Comment:  Several commenters expressed concern over the cost of construction, 

maintenance, monitoring and enforcement and asked who would be responsible for funding for 

the proposed project given declining budgets. One commenter stated that It is very clear in the 

BLM right of way regulations that State and local governments are exempt from filling fees, rental 

fees and monitoring fees and that BLM would violate their own regulations by imposing monitoring 

onto San Juan County. 

Response:  According to 43 CFR 2804.16 state or local government, or an agency of such a 

government, are exempt from paying processing and monitoring fees if  BLM issues the grant 

for governmental purposes benefitting the general public.   

In this case the BLM has not imposed monitoring on the County because San Juan County has 

proposed to be responsible for the costs of construction and monitoring of the project (See the 

POD for the project and Chapter 2 of this EA).   BLM as well as the County would provide law 

enforcement and trailhead maintenance.   

Total estimated cost to San Juan County for construction of the proposed trail system is 

estimated to be between $9000 and $13,000. San Juan County has advised BLM that it has 

sufficient funds in its General Fund to budget for this project in any one year.  Additionally, San 

Juan County may opt to choose a cost sharing arrangement if funds are acquired from outside 

the county such as Utah Parks and Recreation OHV Funds. Costs of the action alternatives are 

provided in Table 2.6, Summary Comparison of the Action Alternatives. 
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PL-21 BLM must comply with FLPMA’s cost recovery requirements. 

Comment:  The EA must disclose BLM’s compliance with FLPMA’s cost recovery requirements 

for this right-of-way. If BLM is exempting the county from the cost recovery requirements, the EA 

must address how the proposed right-of-way, which will be limited to recreational use by ATVs 

and other off-road vehicles less than 65 inches wide, is for a “governmental purpose benefitting 

the general public.”  

Response:  According to 43 CFR 2804.16 a state or local government, or an agency of such a 

government, is exempt from paying processing and monitoring fees if  BLM issues the grant for 

governmental purposes benefitting the general public.  In this case San Juan County has 

proposed to be responsible for the costs of construction and monitoring of the project (See the 

POD for the project and Chapter 2 of this EA).  BLM as well as the County would participate in 

law enforcement and trailhead maintenance.   

The proposed trail system would not be limited to ATVs. As explained in the ENBB notice and 

Chapters 1 and 2 of the EA, the trail would be open to the public for riding ATVs  (65 inches and 

under), motorcycles, bicycles and horses as well as for hiking. If approved, the public could use 

the trail and surrounding areas for photography, hunting and other public uses. BLM is 

responsible the cost of processing San Juan County’s application for the proposed trail system 

because the trail system would benefit the general public. 

PL-22 BLM and San Juan County do not have sufficient funding and law 
enforcement to manage the proposed trail system. 

Comment:  Trail conditions will deteriorate and cultural resources will be damaged because 

BLM and San Juan County do not have sufficient workforce or funding to monitor the trail and 

provide law enforcement. 

Response:  See the response to comment PL-20.  With approval of the proposed action BLM 

and SJC would participate in monitoring and enforcement which would enhance the ability to 

control use on the proposed trail system.   BLM and the County also would solicit volunteers 

and partner with special interest groups to provide for full monitoring and enforcement.  

Information on proper use of the trail system would be provided at the trailheads along with 

contact information for the public to use to report violations. 

PL-23 San Juan County will not protect resources.  

Comment:  San Juan County will not protect other resources. Letting San Juan County monitor 

trail damage is like letting the fox watch the hen house. 

Response:  See the response to comment PL-22.  BLM and SJC would participate in 

monitoring, maintenance and protection of resources. Trail users, volunteers and partnering 

special interest groups would also report to BLM and San Juan County on the use and condition 

of the proposed trail system. 

PL-24 The proposed trail system cannot be approved until a National Register 
District is considered. 



 

 

Appendix D:  Summary of Scoping Comments and Responses  22 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System Environmental Assessment 

Comment:  Recapture Canyon has been proposed as a National Register District and work on 

this designation should be completed before a ROW is considered. 

Response:  As noted in the cultural resources section of Chapter 3 and Appendix A, it has been 

suggested that the canyon's archaeological resources could become a National Register 

Historic District (Keller 2007).  In archeological districts, the primary factor to be considered is 

the effect of any disturbances on the information potential of the district as a whole 

(http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/nrb15_4.htm#district).  Through the PA the 

informational potential of the cultural sites in Recapture Canyon would be maintained if the 

proposed trail system is approved.  Therefore, designation of Recapture Canyon as an 

archeological district could be proposed as a separate action before or after consideration of the 

proposed trail system.  

 

PL-25 Consideration of the proposed trail system should not be done until BLM 
does the required monitoring and understands the resource impacts of vehicle 
use.   

Comment:  Has BLM has developed a travel management monitoring plan to assess the 

impacts of travel management in the MFO as it is obligated to do under the Monticello RMP? If 

yes, the Monitoring Plan and collected data should be included as an appendix to the EA, to 

inform the public and the decisionmaker as to the level and type of natural and cultural resource 

impacts documented along routes.  Consideration of the proposed trail system should not be 

done until BLM does the required monitoring and understands the resource impacts of vehicle 

use.   

Response: The MFO has monitored impacts of vehicle use in similar settings such as Arch 

Canyon and assessment of environmental consequences of the proposed trail system are 

analyzed in Chapter 4 of the EA. These impacts will be considered in the DR for the proposed 

action. 

PL-26 BLM must do a Class I overview of the planning area before issuing the 
proposed ROW. 

Comment:  The Monticello Field Office ignored the requirements in the BLM Manual 8100 when 

the RMP was prepared. The Monticello Field Office needs to amend the 2008 RMP to comply 

with the manual's mandates. The 2008 RMP did not use an updated Class I Overview of cultural 

resources in the Planning Area to guide the cultural resource decisions made in that document.  

It would not be acceptable to do a Class I overview of just the Project Area because of the 

extent and diversity of cultural resources in the area covered by the RMP without first preparing 

a Class I Overview for the entire Planning Area. 

Response: The manual direction in 8130.21B, does not specify that a separate Class I 

inventory be prepared. It states: “The appropriate identification level for land use planning is a 

Class I Existing Information Inventory; i.e., (1) a compilation and analysis of reasonably 

available cultural resource data and literature, and (2) a management-oriented synthesis of the 

resulting information.” By this definition and nearly any other definition of Class I, the information 

contained in the Cultural Resource sections of Chapter 3 of the RMP constitutes an adequate 

http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/nrb15_4.htm#district
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Class I overview of Cultural Resources for the planning area. Chapter 3 of the Proposed 

RMP/Final EIS completely fulfills the requirements of Manual 8130.21. 

Additionally, the broad outline of the cultural history of the Four Corners region is well 

established and is summarized in a number of sources. Existing Class I information is extensive 

and demonstrates the high density and importance of cultural resource sites in the MFO area. 

BLM has conducted more detailed Class III inventories of the APE for this site-specific proposal.  

Existing information is sufficient for BLM to assess the reasonably foreseeable impacts of the 

proposed trail system on cultural resources. 

PL-27 The EA for the Recapture Wash ATV ROW should start the process for 
designating the Area of Potential Effect (APE) as a Special Recreation 
Management Area (SRMA). 

Comment:  The Monticello RMP makes it clear that the APE for the Recapture Wash ATV 

ROW should be designated as a SRMA because the use of the APE will change significantly 

when the County and Blanding start advertising the ATV trail network.  The RMP says on p. 2-

29: General SRMA Guidelines Identify additional SRMAs or add areas to SRMAs as necessary 

to respond to changing management circumstances. Establishment of post-RMP SPMAs or 

revision of SRMA boundaries would require a plan amendment. The criteria for establishment of 

post-RMP SRMAs or revising SRMA boundaries include: Recreation use requires intensive 

management to provide recreation opportunities or maintain resource values. 

Response: Because the actual future level of use of the proposed trail system in conjunction 

with the existing BBT and other associated trails is undetermined at this time there is no need 

for designation of a SRMA through a plan amendment prior to the decision on the proposed trail 

system.  If the proposed trail system is approved and future use of the trail system and 

surrounding lands and features increases to a level that requires intensive management, BLM 

would identify logical boundaries for a SRMA that could extend beyond or be within the APE for 

cultural resources and initiate a plan amendment process to establish a SRMA.   

PL-28 BLM must revise the category of cultural sites before issuing a ROW. 

Comment: The 1991 Decision Record/RMP states on page 75 that the use category for the 

cultural resources in Recapture Canyon are in the "Information potential" category. The revised 

Manual 8100 changed that term to "Scientific Use." That use category is incompatible with the 

proposed ATV ROW. Revised use categories, based on the updated Class I Overview should 

be included in an RMP amendment. This work should be done before proceeding with the 

Recapture Wash ATV ROW project. 

Response:  See the response to comments PL-26 and PL-27. Through implementation of the 

cultural resources PA (Appendix A) the scientific and informational value of cultural resource 

sites in the APE would be protected.  The proposed action would not mark, interpret or prepare 

any specific sites for public use or visitation. Alternative C would provide additional access to 

Moqui Island but the current “Scientific use” categories are sufficient and compatible with the 

proposed ATV trail system that would allow the public to “view” cultural sites as is the present 

situation. 
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PL-29 The Monticello Field Office also needs to go beyond Section 106 
compliance. 

Comment:  The Monticello Field Office also needs to go beyond Section 106 compliance and 

comply with Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act which states in Section 

110(a)(2): 

Each Federal agency shall exercise caution to assure that any such property that might 

qualify for inclusion is not inadvertently transferred, sold, demolished, substantially 

altered, or allowed to deteriorate significantly. 

Response:  The Section 106 Process is designed to ensure compliance with the National 

Historic Preservation Act.  The cultural PA (Appendix A) includes measures designed to prevent 

substantial alteration and significant deterioration of potentially affected cultural resources. 

PL-30 A cultural resource site monitoring program should be required. 

Comment:  Along with inventory of all sites within the APE, a site monitoring program should be 

included with the decision record. 

Response:  See the Response to comment PL-28.  The APE has been inventoried for cultural 

resources. The Cultural Resources PA (Appendix A) that has been incorporated in to the 

proposed action includes a monitoring program that would be implemented if the proposed 

action is approved. 

PL-31 San Juan County needs permission from private land owners. 

Comment:  If a four wheeler trail is built along that west rim, it would have to cross or come 

close to private property. Access would have to be obtained from the property owners. 

Response:  Chapter 1 of the EA (Section 1.8, “Authorizing Actions”) states that San Juan 

County would be required to obtain an easement or land owner agreement for the trail to cross 

private land. BLM would not issue the proposed ROW until such easements or agreements are 

obtained. 

PL-32 Parties having no vested interest in this process should not be allowed 
administrative relief in the process. 

Comment:  Parties having no vested interest in this process should not be allowed 

administrative relief in the process. 

Response:  BLM ROW decisions are appealable to the Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA) 

under 43 CFR Part 4.21 and 43 CFR 2804.1. In order to appeal to IBLA a party must have 

“standing”. In order to have standing to appeal any BLM decision a party must meet two 

requirements. First he or she must be "a party to the case” and they must be "adversely 

affected" by BLM's decision.  One becomes "a party to a case" by participating in the decision 

process. It is the IBLA, not the BLM, that determines standing. If a party lacks standing on either 

ground, the IBLA would automatically dismiss the appeal. 

PL-33 BLM must independently evaluate information. 
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Comment:  Claims made in petitions on this issue should be validated by the BLM to the 

satisfaction of the BLM or those claims and petitions should be excluded from the process. 

Specifically, if a petitioner makes a claim concerning the land in question, their petition should 

include valid references to support that claim(s) to the exclusive satisfaction of the BLM decision 

makers.  Claims made to support a petition should not be accepted by BLM at face value as 

being correct or true. 

Response:  While preparing the EA, BLM has independently and objectively evaluated the 

potential impacts of the proposed ATV trail system as required by the NEPA (40 CFR 1506.5). 

Comments on the Range and Description of the Proposed ATV Trail 
System Alternatives (AL)  

 

AL-1 BLM must consider and fully analyze a range of reasonable alternatives. 

Comment:  To comply with NEPA’s mandate, BLM must consider and fully analyze a range of 

reasonable alternatives, including the no action alternative, in order to allow the decisionmaker 

and interested public to compare and weigh the effects of the proposed action. In addition, BLM’s 

EA must consider the following reasonable alternatives: no right‐of‐way  for routes not included in 

the RMP’s   Alternative A (inventory of all existing routes); and closure and appropriate restoration 

of all existing and/or illegally constructed or pioneered routes not designated in the TMP (see 

discussion of “existing” routes, infra); no off‐road vehicle routes and/or right‐of‐way  in the bottom of 

Recapture Canyon, as requested by the Hopi Tribe; BLM route designation of routes that comply 

with FLPMA’s route designation and minimization criteria (no right‐of‐way grant to  the county),  

rather than granting a FLPMA Title V right‐of‐way. Failure to assess these reasonable and feasibly 

alternatives would result in inadequate analysis pursuant to NEPA. 

Response:  See the responses to Comment PL-9 concerning the existence of routes not shown 

in the MFO TMP (Alternative A) and Comment PL-10 concerning the use of a FLPMA Title V 

ROW to authorized the proposed trail system and Comment PL-12 concerning compliance with 

the BLM ROW regulations. 

The range of alternatives includes all reasonable alternatives, which must be rigorously 

explored and objectively evaluated, as well as those other alternatives, which are eliminated 

from detailed study with a brief discussion of the reasons for eliminating them. Section 1502.14 

(CEQ, 40 Most Asked Questions).  Chapter 2 of the EA describes the range of alternatives 

considered including those addressed in detail and those alternatives that were considered but 

eliminated from detailed study.  Prohibiting ATV use in the bottom of Recapture Canyon 

(Segments 1 and 2) is included in Alternatives C and D as well as the No Action Alternative and 

could be selected by the authorized officer.  The impacts analyzed for the proposed action 

would be reduced through such alternatives. 

The alternative of closure and restoration of certain routes would be the outcome Alternatives C, 

D and E that are analyzed in the EA.  The description of Alternative E (No Action) in Chapter 2 

explains that No Action would be for BLM to deny the ROW, but BLM may have to take other 

measures such as signing, blocking or removing trails and reclamation to avoid trail proliferation 

in the vicinity of the proposed trail system. 



 

 

Appendix D:  Summary of Scoping Comments and Responses  26 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System Environmental Assessment 

AL-2 An alternative with ATVs on the rim and no ATVs in the canyon should be 
analyzed. 

Comment:  The alternative of a hiking, biking and equestrian trail down the canyon and an ATV 

trail along the west rim of Recapture Canyon with several short designated trails to hike to the 

edge to view cliff dwellings on the east cliff of canyon should be analyzed.  

Response:  Alternatives C and D as described in Chapter 2 of the EA incorporate the 

suggested alternative. All of the action alternatives addressed in the EA provide overlooks of 

Recapture Canyon. 

AL-3 Speed limits are needed. 

Comment:  Will there be speed limits? Speed limits are justifiable for safety, to protect the trail 

surface and adjacent resources and to minimize the amount of dust. 

Response:  Vehicle use would be restricted to the trail surface. The width, layout, configuration 

of turns and slope of the trail would naturally prevent excessive speed.  Trailhead information 

would advise ATV riders that other parties may be on the trail and to use caution and operate 

ATVs at safe speeds.   

AL-4 Capacity of the trail should be discussed. 

Comment:  Capacity of the trail should be discussed. 

Response:  Trail capacity would be determined based on future use of the trail system.  BLM 

and San Juan County would place visitor directories at the trailhead and monitor trail condition 

use.  Depending on future levels of use, BLM may require issuance of permits or passes for use 

of the trail system in Recapture Canyon or take other measures to prevent unacceptable 

resource damage, minimize recreational conflicts, or to maintain the recreational opportunity in 

the canyon. 

AL-5 The EA should identify who would be liable for vehicular accidents. 

Comment:  What entity will be liable in the case of vehicular accidents, especially those 

resulting in bodily injury? 

Response: If a ROW is issued to a State, tribal, or local government or its agency or 

instrumentality they are liable to the fullest extent law allows at the time BLM issues the grant 

(43 CFR 2807.13).  San Juan County as a right-of-way holder would assume full liability if third 

parties are injured or damages occur to property on or near the right-of-way (43 CFR 2805.12).  

As with other areas in San Juan County, the San Juan County search and rescue and local 

volunteers would respond to accidents on the proposed trail system. The State of Utah does not 

require liability insurance for operation of ATVs.  All users of the trail system would use the trails 

at their own risk.   

AL-6 The need for law enforcement patrols should be addressed in the EA. 

Comment:  The need for law enforcement patrols should be addressed in the EA. As stated in 

Appendix O, .15.3.4, of the Monticello RMP,   when off-road vehicle routes are designated in a 

travel plan, law enforcement “needs to be a more visible and effective tool for motorized OHV 
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management . . . Improvements in user education, WSA monitoring and observation, signing, 

and route marking . . . will assist motorized OHV law enforcement efforts.”  Will the area be 

patrolled by the BLM? With only one BLM law enforcement ranger visible in San Juan County, 

how will this affect his workload? With the increase of criminal acts witnessed in the canyon 

after the illegal construction of the trail, this is expected to return if the canyon is made more 

accessible by opening it to ATVs. The BLM cannot continue to create new recreational facilities 

near archaeologically sensitive areas without having proper levels of enforcement. 

Response:  See the response to comment PL-21.  BLM and San Juan County would participate 

in monitoring and enforcement which would enhance the ability to control use on the proposed 

trail system.   BLM and the County also would solicit volunteers and partner with special interest 

groups to provide for full monitoring and reporting of violations to law enforcement officials.  

Information on proper use of the trail system would be provided at the trailheads along with 

contact information for the public to use to report violations. 

AL-7  The EA must state whether the trailheads would be included in the ROW. 

Comment: The EA must disclose whether the two proposed trailheads on public lands (Browns 

Canyon and Lem’s Draw trailheads) are included in the proposed right‐of‐way, and which entity 

would be responsible for constructing and maintaining the trailhead facilities (parking and staging 

areas, toilets, tables, benches and kiosks). 

Response:  The proposed trailheads would be included in the proposed trail system. The 

proposed trail system is described in the POD and Chapter 2 of the EA.  With all of the action 

alternatives additional facilities would be provided at the Lem’s Draw and Browns Canyon 

Trailheads.  With Alternatives C and D a trailhead would be added to the system in the bottom 

of Recapture Canyon, and the location of the Browns Canyon Trailhead would be moved to 

avoid impacts on private land. BLM would provide funding for trailhead kiosks and public 

information.  Toilet facilities are presently available at the Blanding Visitor Center.  If necessary, 

San Juan County would provide toilets at other trailheads.  Parking areas are presently 

available or would be added. Kiosks and signs would be installed, but no tables, benches or 

other improvements are proposed. 

AL-8 The trails should be re-routed to mitigate improper drainage. 

Comment:  In 2010 an engineering study concluded that several hundred yards of the 

constructed trail would need to be re-routed and at least a hundred water bars created to 

mitigate improper drainage and overly steep trail sections. 

Response:  The proposed action as described in the POD and Chapter 2 of the EA includes re-

routing and construction of 22 sections of trail totaling 2.08 miles to provide a more sustainable 

trail. Alternatives B, C and D include an additional 3 re-routes to avoid impacts on other 

resources.   

AL-9 Alternative uses of the trail system should be analyzed. 

Comment:  ATV riding, hiking, biking and horse riding on the same trail are not compatible. I 

believe ATV trails should be separate. Alternative uses of the trail system should be analyzed. 
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Response:  Prohibiting vehicles or restricting particular uses on any of the trails is within the 

range of alternatives considered and could be selected by the authorized officer. Alternatives for 

the types of approved uses on segments of the trail are specifically considered. 

Alternatives considered and eliminated from detailed analysis are addressed in Chapter 2 of the 

EA. Exclusive use of the proposed trails by ATVs is not considered in detail because it would 

unnecessarily eliminate other uses such as horseback riding and hiking. Present use of the 

canyon bottom for non-motorized use has been on-going for many years and is analyzed as 

part of the No Action Alternative.  

Restricting vehicles to those 52-inches and under in width was considered but not addressed as 

a separate alternative because wider vehicles are already used on Segment 1 for administrative 

purposes, and can be utilized on the segments along the western rim of Recapture Canyon 

without widening existing routes. Additionally the EA is based on a conservative assumption that 

full width of the ROWs would be disturbed regardless of the width of vehicles used. This 

alternative is within the range of alternatives addressed in detail and could be selected by the 

authorized officer. 

The alternative of alternating days of ATV and non-motorized use in the bottom of Recapture 

Canyon (Segments 1 and 2) to reduce the potential for user conflicts was considered but is not 

addressed as a separate alternative because rather than being an alternative to approval and 

construction of the trail system it is a management tool that could be used with any of the action 

alternatives to reduce recreational user conflicts or control levels of use on the trail system. 

Alternating days of ATV and non-motorized use is within the range of alternatives analyzed and 

could be selected by the BLM authorized officer.  

AL-10 The proposal should include education for young riders. 

Comment: Through an education program or requiring that younger riders are with an adult, 

and slowing all riders to a speed where noise does not scare wildlife might make it possible for 

ATV's to access this area.  

Response:  Trailhead information would advise ATV riders that other parties may be on the trail 

and to use caution and operate ATVs at safe speeds.  Vehicle use would be restricted to the 

trail surface and the width, layout, configuration of turns and slope of the trail would naturally 

prevent excessive speed 

AL-11 Motorcycle or jeep usage should not be allowed in Recapture Canyon. 

Comment:  Motorcycle or jeep usage should not be allowed in beautiful Recapture Canyon. 

Response:  Because the proposed action is a recreational trail rather than a road, jeeps and 

other full-sized off-highway vehicles (OHVs) would not be allowed on the trail system with 

Alternatives A and B.  The trail system would provide for use by ATVs (no wider than 65 

inches), motorcycles, mountain bikes, hikers and equestrians. Alternatives C and D would allow 

full-sized vehicles in the northern portion of Recapture Canyon (1.21 miles) to access a newly 

constructed trailhead in the bottom of Recapture Canyon for access to a non-motorized or non-

mechanized trail through the remainder of the Canyon.  

AL-12 Construction and operation of the trails must be fully described. 
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Comment:  The EA should provide sufficient detail including plan and profile data including 

detail of drainage features and the treatment of water and wash crossings, the width of the 

construction footprint, removal and disposal of vegetation, cut and fills, source of surface 

material for the trail, design speed, speed limits, trail capacity, treatment of water crossings, 

vehicle limitations and rationale for limitations, monitoring of change on the trail and limits of 

acceptable change. 

 Response:  As identified in the POD and Chapter 2 of the EA, all route improvements would be 

conducted under the oversight of the BLM utilizing the United States Department of Agriculture 

Trail Construction and Maintenance Notebook, 2007 Edition as a guide. A detailed description 

of the construction and operation of the proposed trail system is included in the POD and in 

Chapter 2 of the EA.  All materials for surfacing the trail and hardening stream crossings would 

come from native sources along the trail and necessary cut and fill in the newly constructed 

sections. With all of the action alternatives cutting of vegetation would be minimized by hand 

trimming and scraping with a trail cat would be utilized only when necessary and where allowed 

under the selected alternative.  Cut vegetation would be scattered along the trail to slow runoff.  

Depending on the selected alternative, the trail system would provide certain segments for use 

by full-sized OHVs, ATVs (no wider than 65 inches), motorcycles, mountain bikes, hikers and 

equestrians. 

Depending on the selected alternative San Juan County and or BLM would monitor trail 

condition annually and identify problem areas which would require more than routine 

maintenance. These areas would include any off-trail use or locations of more substantial 

washouts, rutting, and soil erosion. As a result of this monitoring, the County and or BLM would 

take necessary corrective actions to prevent off- trail use and excessive soil erosion. These 

actions would include placement of closure signs, barriers, and water control structures. The 

County would notify the BLM before conducting any maintenance or taking any corrective 

actions other than routine maintenance. 

AL-13 The EA must disclose the term of the ROW and consider a short-term 
ROW. 

Comment:  The proposal does not discuss the term of the ROW.   Given the uncertainty about 

the use of the trail, rapid evolution of OHVs and potential for resource damage, BLM should 

consider an alternative to issue the ROW for a relatively short term rather than a long term or 

perpetual grant.   

Response:  A ROW grant authorizes rights and privileges for a specific use of the land for a 

specific period of time. Generally, a BLM ROW is granted for a term appropriate for the life of 

the project. In this case San Juan County has applied for a 30-year ROW under Title V of the 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA).  At the end of the 30-year term BLM would 

consider renewal of the ROW based on the performance of the County.  With monitoring, 

maintenance of the trail and compliance with the terms of the ROW grant, 30-years may be a 

reasonable term for the proposed ROW. However, the authorized officer may offer a shorter-

term ROW if conditions warrant.  The term of the grant will be disclosed in the DR.  

AL-14 The BLM should be able to regulate or close the trail to protect resources. 
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Comment:  Terms and conditions should allow BLM to regulate trail use, season of use and 

even closure to protect adjacent or associated public resources. 

Response:  As provided in the POD and Chapter 2 of the EA the trail could be closed for 

protection of human health and safety. Based on the results of the monitoring reports, San Juan 

County also would participate with BLM  to implement appropriate cultural resource protection 

measures such as temporary trail closures, blocking of trails, placement of additional signs, and 

increased patrols.   BLM would retain discretion to protect resources in Recapture Canyon.  

According to decision TM-8 in the MFO RMP, “Where the authorized officer determines that 

OHVs are causing or will cause considerable adverse impacts, the authorized officer shall close 

or restrict such areas. The public will be notified. The BLM could impose limitations on types of 

vehicles allowed on specific designated routes if monitoring indicates that a particular type of 

vehicle is causing disturbance to the soil, wildlife habitat, cultural or vegetative resources, 

especially by off-road travel in an area that is limited to designated routes. 

AL-15  The EA must disclose what would trigger BLM to revoke or modify the 
ROW. 

Comment: The EA must discuss what, if anything, would trigger BLM to revoke or modify the 

right‐of‐way  if one were issued. This information must be disclosed to the decisionmaker and 

interested public for comment prior to BLM granting a right‐of‐way. 

Response:   As noted in Chapter 1 of the EA, San Juan County would be issued a Title V ROW 

Grant under BLM’s ROW regulations at 43 CFR 2800. Under these regulations BLM may 

suspend or terminate a ROW grant if the holder does not comply with applicable laws and 

regulations or any terms, conditions, or stipulations of the grant. A ROW may be terminated at 

the request of the holder or if the ROW is abandoned. Failure to use a ROW for its authorized 

purpose for any continuous 5-year period creates a presumption of abandonment (43 CFR 

2807.17). 

As provided for in the POD and Chapter 2 of the EA, the trail could be closed for protection of 

human health and safety. With Alternatives A and B San Juan County would participate with 

BLM to implement appropriate cultural resource protection measures such as temporary trail 

closures, blocking of trails, placement of additional signs, and increased patrols based on the 

results of the monitoring reports,. BLM would retain discretion to protect resources in Recapture 

Canyon.   

AL-16 The EA must disclose whether the proposed trail system would preclude livestock 

permits and describe how ATVs would cross fences. 

Comment:  Would the proposed trail system preclude the cattle permits already in canyon? 

Cattle guards and gates and how hikers, bikers and horses would get thru fences would need to 

be worked out. 

Response:  Nothing in the proposed action or alternatives would call for reduction or elimination 

of livestock grazing permits.  The ID Team Checklist (Appendix C) addresses the impact of the 

proposed trail system on livestock grazing. The trail system passes through the Browns Canyon 

and Stevens Livestock Grazing Allotments. Construction, maintenance and use of the 11.67-

mile trail system would not measurably influence livestock grazing management, cattle 
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distribution, and/or available forage. This is due to the limited amount of land occupied by the 

trails (approximately 7.67 to 9.7 acres depending on the alternative selected) in relation to the 

scales of the allotments (approximately 2,249 acres).  Although Bulldog Allotment is allocated 

for 300 cows conflicts between ATV users and livestock on the trail would be sporadic and 

minimal.  Where the proposed trail system would pass through allotment or pasture fences 

gates or cattle guards would be provided. 

AL-17 The EA must disclose how the trail would provide for livestock 
management. 

Comment:  Do the grazing permittees want an ATV trail in their allotment and would they be 

allowed to manage their allotments using ATVs? If so, how will the BLM prevent their going off 

road to manage their herds? 

Response:  See the response to comment AL-16.  The public, including livestock permittees 

could use the proposed trail system in compliance with the restrictions on use.  Vehicles would 

be limited to the proposed trail surface, pull-outs and trailheads.  Use of vehicles off of the trail 

system would be prohibited for both the public and the livestock permittees. 

AL-18 Paleontological survey should be included as mitigation. 

Comment:  If important paleontological units will be disturbed by trail construction activities a 

paleontological survey must be conducted for this project and its easements by a paleontologist 

with a valid permit. 

Response:  As explained in the POD and Chapter 2 of the EA, San Juan County and BLM 

would provide a qualified, permitted paleontologist to monitor disturbed areas during 

construction on sections of the proposed trail that have a potential fossil yield class (PFYC) of 5. 

If important fossils are found, construction would cease until appropriate measures could be 

taken to collect important fossils or avoid further disturbance of fossil sites. 

Comments on Issues for Analysis (IA) 

 

IA-1 The EA must address a full range of resource impacts. 

Comment: The EA should not focus only on cultural resources but address a full range of 

resource impacts including impacts on soil conditions, riparian vegetation, wildlife habitat,  

endangered or invasive species, water quality, noise,  livestock grazing, air quality, 

displacement of non-motorized recreation and designations such as National Historic District. 

Response:  The issue identification section of Chapter 1 of the EA identifies the resource 

issues that would potentially be impacted and are analyzed in detail in Chapter 4 of the EA.   

The ID Team Checklist (Appendix C) identifies those resources that would not be impacted the 

degree that detailed analysis is required and provides supporting information for those findings.  

 IA-2 The EA must address the impacts of group ATV activity. 

Comment:  Group ATV activity tends to encourage competitive and aggressive driving, 

especially among younger drivers.  Competition leads to such activities as speeding, creating 
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"rooster tails" (e.g., spraying mud from rear tires), and attempting daredevil driving feats.  

These activities cause environmental damage, in addition to accidents, injuries, and deaths 

(see "Shredded Wildlands: All-Terrain Vehicle Management in Alaska", Sierra Club Alaska, 

Alaska Conservation Foundation, July 2000). 

Response:  Vehicle use would be restricted to the trail surface. The width, layout, configuration 

of turns and slope of the trail would naturally prevent excessive speed.  Trailhead information 

would advise ATV riders that other parties may be on the trail and to use caution and operate 

ATVs at safe speeds. Organized groups would be subject to the requirements for SRPs.  

IA-3 The EA must address the foreseeable impacts of rewarding illegal route 
creation. 

Comment: The EA must address the foreseeable impacts of rewarding illegal route creation by 

subsequently granting a right‐of‐way for the illegally constructed, and/or illegally pioneered routes. 

Response: See the response to comment OS-5 regarding legalizing trespass trails. BLM is not 

rewarding illegal activity, but is responding to an application for a ROW. 

The description of the Proposed Action and other action alternatives (Chapter 2) and the 

description of the affected environment (Chapter 3) discuss the present condition of the existing 

roads and trails in the area, and the analysis of environmental consequences (Chapter 4) 

discusses the impacts of the proposed trail construction and operation. The analysis of the 

direct and indirect impacts on the affected portion of the existing environment analyzes the 

impacts of construction and improvement the proposed trail system, as well as the use of trail 

system. The fact that portions of the proposed trail system were originally created or modified by 

the 2005 illegal trail work is disclosed in Chapter 1 of the EA and is identified as a past action in 

the cumulative impact analysis in Chapter 4.  

IA-4 The EA must address the impacts of illegal use of vehicles and route 

proliferation. 

Comment: The continued proliferation of ATV routes and 'connector' routes without any 

evaluation of the cumulative impacts of these proposals is unacceptable. I have observed 

quadrunner tracks along the closed trail and in fact, I have been observing fresh tracks since the 

closure on October 15, 2007.  

Even legal trail systems cause overwhelming damage, and generate "ghost roads" - a 

proliferation of trail offshoots, resulting in the destruction of additional habitat. Increased litter 

is almost always noted.  ATV drivers often use streambeds to get through areas of heavy 

brush, which crushes aquatic life, leaves streams unsuitable for spawning, and deprives fish 

of oxygen. Erosion on trails and stream banks causes deep rutting and washes sediment into 

streams, causing further damage. ATVs stress and displace wildlife, and destroy ground 

nesting species. They interfere with the ability of all species to communicate, locate food, 

detect predators, and successfully reproduce (see "Shattered Solitude/Eroded Habitat: The 

Motorization of the Lands of Lewis & Clark, Sierra Club, June 2000"; "Shredded Wildlands All 

Terrain Vehicle Management in Alaska", Sierra Club Alaska, Alaska Conservation Foundation, 

Jul y 2000; "Environmental and Social Effects of ATVs and ORVs: An Annotated Bibliography 
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and Research Assessments", University of Vermont, School of Natural Resources, November 

2000; "Off-Road Vehicles and Thei r Impact on Stream Environments", Texas Chapter of the 

American Fisheries Society, January 2002). 

Response: The environmental impacts of the alternatives are analyzed in Chapter 4 of the EA.  

It should be noted that there is no fish habit in the affected section of Recapture Creek.  

According to the POD and Chapter 2 of the EA ATVs would be restricted to the trail surface, the 

trail would cross perpendicular to the stream and stream crossings would be hardened. Erosion 

control structures would be placed on and along the trail, ATV use would be intermittent and trail 

conditions would be monitored and problems with erosion would be corrected. 

IA-5 The EA must discuss the background and circumstances surrounding this 

proposal. 

Comment: Pursuant to NEPA, the EA must discuss the background and circumstances 

surrounding this proposal, and disclose the origin of the routes that compose the proposed right‐
of‐way. Specifically, in order for the interested public and decisionmaker to have adequate 

information in order to take a hard look and assess the potential impacts of the proposed right‐
of‐way, the EA must disclose and describe the illegal construction, and subsequent criminal 

investigation, charges and fines that resulted; the results of the damage assessment; the origins 

of the right‐of‐ way application; the subsequent issuance of the closure order; and the Hopi 

Tribe’s continued disapproval of the proposed right‐of‐way and route network. 

Response:  The history and current conditions of the proposed trails are described in Chapters 

1 and 3 of the EA.  Native American Consultation is on-going and the results of the consultation 

that has taken place to date are identified in Chapter 5 of the EA and in the ID Team Checklist 

(Appendix C). 

IA-6 The EA must assess the cumulative impacts of these new routes. 

Comment: The EA must assess the cumulative impacts of these new routes when added to the 

existing designated route network; the effects of the interdependent parts of a connected 

county‐wide ORV trail system and other travel plan adjustments proposed by the MFO;  and 

other activities on surrounding public lands, including: domestic livestock grazing; seismic 

exploration, oil and gas drilling, and mining activities; woodcutting; antler harvesting; 

commercial, organized and private motorized and non-‐motorized uses of these areas; and 

other foreseeable actions, uses and impacts to the public lands managed by the Monticello field 

office. 

Response:  See the response to comment PL-7 regarding analysis of cumulative impacts. 

Chapter 4 of the EA addresses cumulative impacts based on the impacts of past, present and 

reasonably foreseeable actions that would impact the same resources or components of the 

environment in the same area as the proposed action.  It should be noted that there is no need 

to address cumulative impacts if the increment of impact created by the proposed action is so 

small as to be negligible. 
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IA-7 The indirect impacts of opening the trail to other uses must be analyzed. 

Comment:  Reopening the ATV trail will create an increase in commercial and other 

motorized uses of Recapture Canyon. The EA needs to address these additional impacts such 

as post cutting and trapping. 

Response:  The potential for indirect impacts is analyzed in Chapter 4 of the EA. As at present 

the Project Area would likely be utilized for management of livestock, hunting, trapping, seed 

collection, commercial photography, filming, commercial recreation such as group interpretation 

and ATV groups and authorized cultural resource excavation and study.  The future level of use 

is unknown but would be monitored and adjusted if necessary to protect other resources and 

uses. 

IA-8 The EA must analyze the impacts of ATVs on air quality. 

Comment:  ATVs create high levels of air pollution, including carbon monoxide, 

hydrocarbons, and carcinogens such as benzene. They expel 20-30 percent of their gas and 

oil unburned into the air and water and produce 4,000 times more carbon monoxide 

emissions, and 118 times as much smog producing pollutants as modern automobiles on a 

per mile basis (California Air Resources Board, 1998; US Environmental Protection Agency, 

1999).  These levels exceed human health standards.  Exposure to emissions such as these, 

along with the dust that ATVs create, can cause breathing difficulties for people with asthma 

and other lung sensitivities.  This air pollution also severely degrades air quality for viewing or 

photographing the attractions found in special places like Recapture Canyon (see 

"Environmental and Social Effects of ATVs and ORVs: An Annotated Bibliography and 

Research Assessments", University of Vermont, School of Natural Resources, November 

2000; "Off-Road Vehicles and Their Impact on Stream Environments", Texas Chapter of the 

American Fisheries Society, January 2002). 

Response:  The ID Team Checklist identifies the potential for air quality related impacts. In 

summary the BLM has concluded that the limited amount of ATV use on the trail would not lead 

to any exceedence of air quality standards for the protection of human health and safety.  

Impacts on regional visibility would not be measurable.  There would be localized and 

intermittent increases in dust in the canyon and recreation users would be subjected to dust and 

vehicle exhaust fumes for short periods of time.  Overall, the level of impact on regional air 

quality would be negligible. 

IA-9 For cultural resource analysis the APE (area of potential effect) must be 
large enough to include cultural sites within sight or proximity of the proposed 
ROW.   

Comment: The APE (area of potential effect) must be large enough to include cultural sites 

within sight or proximity of the proposed ROW.   

Response: As required by NHPA, an Area of Potential Effects (APE) has been established, 

which may be described as the area between the western and eastern rims of Recapture 

Canyon south of Highway 191 and north of a stock fence located approximately midway 

between Highway 191 and Perkins Road and the area between the western rim of the canyon to 

the farthest extent of the proposed ROW on the west, and a 100-foot wide corridor centered on 

the proposed ROW (Figure 2.1 of the EA). 
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IA-10 Impacts on cliff dwellings must be analyzed. 

Comment:  Cliff dwellings are of special interest to heritage travel because the overhanging 

ledge has protected them for some 800 years or more. It only takes a few minutes of 

thoughtlessness or vandalism to cause more destruction than the forces of nature over 

centuries. 

Response:  Impacts on cultural resources are addressed in Chapter 4 of the EA.  

IA-11 The EA should acknowledge that Recapture Canyon and the surrounding 

area have already been impacted. 

Comment: The EA should acknowledge that Recapture Canyon and the surrounding area have 

already been impacted by oil and gas exploration, a water pipeline and other activities.  Cultural 

resources in the canyon have already been impacted by looting and are in worse condition than 

other surrounding canyons where there are roads. 

Response:  The general setting of Recapture Canyon and the present condition of cultural sites 

in Recapture Canyon are described in Chapter 3 of the EA.  The EA recognizes that the cultural 

sites in the canyon have been visited and impacted in the past. 

IA-12 The impacts of cattle on cultural resources must be addressed. 

Comment:  Cattle are already causing impacts to the cultural resource sites in Recapture 

Canyon.  What plans are in place to mitigate damage from cattle to archaeological sites? 

Response:  Livestock grazing has been ongoing in Recapture Canyon since the settlement of 

Blanding. The present condition of cultural resource sites is described in Chapter 3 and 

cumulative impacts on cultural resource sites, including those from livestock grazing, are 

addressed in Chapter 4 of the EA.  Grazing use in the vicinity of the proposed trail system is low 

with only about 20 cows and 2 horses along the trail system at any time.  The proposed action 

does not include any measures that would reduce livestock grazing in Recapture Canyon, but 

BLM will further consider the impacts of livestock grazing on cultural resources through the 

grazing permit renewal process. 

IA-13 The analysis should analyze the effectiveness of mitigation in protecting 

cultural resources. 

Comment:  The archeological sites in the canyon can be protected by information signs and 

education for the users. The trail will miss the sites and the users will protect them.  

Response:  Impacts on cultural resources from ATV users are analyzed in Chapter 4 of the EA. 

The alignment of the proposed trails has been adjusted to avoid or mitigate direct impacts to 

cultural sites.  Chapter 4 of the EA concludes that there would be an increased potential for 

indirect impacts on cultural resources due to the increased number of visitors who would use 

the proposed trail system. 
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IA-14 The analysis should show that increased ease of access will lead to 
increased looting and vandalism. 

Comment:  Study after study has found that increased ease of access to archaeological sites 

results in increased looting and vandalism. Given the remarkable density of prehistoric sites in 

Recapture Canyon, the opening of the canyon to ORVs seems like an open invitation to 

miscreants. The "Survey of Vandalism to Archaeological Resources in Southwestern Colorado" 

by Nickens et al. " found that the principal factors that affected vandalism were: 1) the density, 

distribution and visibility of archaeological resources in the project area; and 2)the relative ease 

by which access may be gained to sites (Nickens et al. 1981: 129). As such, later Pueblo period 

sites with masonry architecture were preferred by vandals, and there was also a clear 

preference for sites located within roughly a quarter-mile of an existing road." 

Response:  Impacts on cultural resources from ATV users are analyzed in Chapter 4 of the EA. 

The analysis recognizes the difference between vandalism and professional looting.  

Professional looters often prefer to work in less frequented areas.  

IA-15 The analysis should show that those who vandalize cultural resource 
sites avoid roads. 

Comment:  Contrary to what BLM and these special interest groups try to tell us, experience 

makes me believe those who vandalize don't like to be near roads. 

Response:  See the response to comment IA-13. The analysis recognizes the difference 

between vandalism and professional looting. Professional looters often prefer to work in less 

frequented areas. 

IA-16 The analysis should show that ATV riders will not destroy cultural 
resource sites. 

Comment:  Contrary to some thinkers, who believe that riders will destroy the sites, those riders 

will view those sites with a pair of binoculars and won’t even leave the seat of their machine. 

Response:  See the response to comment IA-13. The EA recognizes the public’s interest in 

viewing cultural resource sites and notes that during the past few years, most of the canyon and 

rim areas have been used more extensively by ATVs.  Potential impacts on cultural resources 

are analyzed in Chapter 4 of the EA. 

IA-17 The EA should describe the current Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
(ROS) Inventory and Management Classes.   

Comment:  The EA should describe the current ROS inventory and management classes.   

Response:  The ROS is a tool used by BLM recreation planners to identify existing outdoor 

recreational opportunities and management potential, based on a combination of 3 criteria: 

recreational activity, setting, and experience. Chapter 3 of the Proposed RMP/Draft EIS (BLM 

2008) identifies ROS classes on Map 35. Map 35 places the Recapture Canyon area in the 

“Roaded Natural” area, but the RMP but states that “the Recreational Opportunity Spectrum 

(ROS) will not be carried forward in any of the action alternatives... Management decisions in 

the MFO RMP are based on special designations such as SRMAs, ACECs, National Historic 
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designations, WSAs, ISAs, ERMAs, Wild and Scenic River recommendations, Non-WSA lands 

with wilderness characteristics, etc.”  Therefore, this EA addresses impacts of the proposed trail 

system based on impacts on special designations rather than ROS.  The ID Team Checklist, 

(Appendix C) states that the proposed trail system would not impact any special designation 

areas.   

IA-18 The analysis should show that the trail would provide a wonderful 
recreation experience for everyone. 

Comment:  The 14 plus miles is very scenic and can be accessed from Blanding on foot or by 

ATVs. This will be a nice area for people to see. Trail systems out of Blanding, Monticello and 

Bluff are important. They can become the means of many people, not only locally, but from 

around the world having a wonderful experience. 

Response:  The purpose and need for the proposed ATV trail system is described in Chapter 1 

of the EA and the general setting and recreational opportunities are described in Chapter 3 and 

analyzed in Chapter 4.  The EA recognizes that there is increasing interest in Recapture 

Canyon. 

IA-19  The analysis should show how much traffic could be allowed before the 
quality of the desired experience would be degraded?   

Comment:  How much traffic could be allowed before the quality of the desired experience 

would be degraded?   

Response:  See the response to comment AL-4 regarding trail capacity. The users of the trail 

system would have different and varying “desired recreational experiences”. Trail capacity 

would be determined based on future use of the trail system.  BLM and SJC would place visitor 

directories at the trailhead and monitor trail condition use. Depending on future levels of use, 

BLM may require issuance of permits or passes for use of the trail system in Recapture Canyon 

or take other measures to prevent unacceptable resource damage, minimize recreational 

conflicts, or to maintain the recreational opportunity in the canyon. 

IA-20 Impacts on recreation should be analyzed on a regional basis. 

Comment:  Consider the existing experience availability and the relative contribution and 

importance of the proposed ROW on a regional basis. 

Response:  The description of the affected environment and analysis of environmental 

consequences describe the alternate opportunities for and impacts on ATV use, biking, hiking 

and other non-motorized uses in the vicinity of the proposed trail system including BLM, USFS, 

NPS and State administered lands. 

IA-21 The EA should describe how the proposed action would impact current 
recreation users.  

Comment:  The EA should describe how the proposed action would impact current recreation 

users.  Would there be user conflict? Would current users be displaced? 
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Response:  Impacts on recreation are analyzed in Chapter 4 of the EA.  The analysis 

concludes that those who desire non-motorized recreational experiences may choose to visit 

other locations where use of vehicles is prohibited. 

IA-22 The analysis should show that transfer of management of the Recapture 
Canyon area to San Juan County would be a significant step towards resolving 
the socially based user conflicts.   

Comment:  Transfer of management of the Recapture Canyon area to San Juan County would 

be a significant step towards resolving the socially based user conflicts that have plagued the 

management of this area since closures were instituted to protect cultural resources in this area. 

This release would also increase protection and appreciation of cultural resources by expanding 

funding and partners for educating the public on the value of cultural resources.  Education 

would further avoid escalation of socially based user conflicts beyond the current unacceptable 

levels. 

Response:  Chapter 2 of the EA explains that information on the value of cultural resources 

would be made available at trailheads.  Impacts on recreation are analyzed in Chapter 4 of the 

EA.  The analysis concludes that those who desire non-motorized recreational experiences may 

choose to visit other locations where use of vehicles is prohibited. With any of the alternatives, 

social based user conflicts would continue because one form of recreation would be perceived 

to be favored over another. 

IA-23 The impacts of noise should be analyzed. 

Comment:  The present and proposed acoustic environment should be described as well. ATVs 

often create a two-mile "auditory footprint".  This means that they can be heard up to one mile 

coming, one mile going, and one mile to the left and right for the entire time the vehicle is 

running.  Stress to humans from involuntary exposure to noise is well-documented, and can 

lead to anxiety, ulcers, and even heart attacks.  In addition, noise from ATVs also displaces 

wildlife, which would result in fewer birds and beavers, among other impacts, in Recapture 

Canyon (see "Shredded Wildlands:  All-Terrain Vehicle Management in Alaska, Sierra Club 

Alaska, Alaska Conservation Foundation, July 2000; "Environmental and Social Effects of 

ATVs and ORVs: An Annotated Bibliography and Research Assessments", University of 

Vermont, School of Natural Resources, November 2000; "Off-Road Vehicles and Their Impact 

on Stream Environments", Texas Chapter of the American Fisheries Society, January 2002).  

A prime attraction of the canyon right now is how quiet it is despite its proximity to the town of 

Blanding. 

Response:  The present condition of Recapture Canyon including present noise levels is 

described in Chapter 3 of the EA and impacts from increases in noise from ATVs on recreation 

use and wildlife are analyzed in Chapter 4. Although the canyon is undeveloped and is generally 

quiet, there is occasional noise from Highway 191, the BBT, vehicles on the 1.21 miles of 

Segment 1 presently used for maintenance of water facilities and activities on the western and 

eastern rims of the canyon including sand and gravel operations, ATVs. 

IA-24 Impacts on wildlife habitat must be addressed. 
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Comment:  Wildlife habitats along the trail should be identified and impacts quantified, including 

any anticipated habitat losses including indirect impacts such as avoidance, displacement, 

alteration of predator/prey interrelationships. 

Response:  Chapter 3 of the EA identifies and describes wildlife species that may occur in the 

Project Area and Chapter 4 analyzes the potential impacts of construction and use of the 

proposed trails.  Indirect and cumulative effects from noise and activity are described as well as 

direct impacts from construction and maintenance of the proposed trail system. 

IA-25 Impacts from introduction and spread of invasive plants must be addressed. 

Comment:  A main area of weed dispersal is along roads. Dragging weeds on the 

undercarriage of vehicles and then driving across streams where seeds drop off and float can 

spread noxious weeds for miles downstream. 

Response:  The potential for introduction and spread of invasive plant species is addressed in 

the ID Team Checklist (Appendix C).  Vehicles already travel on the BBT and 1.21 miles of 

Segment 1 upstream of Segment 2 of the proposed trail system.  Since a source of invasive 

species introduction already exists in the canyon and San Juan County would continue to be 

responsible for control of invasive species, the potential for spread of invasive plant species is 

not analyzed in detail in the EA. As under current management BLM and San Juan County 

would monitor the Project Area for invasive plants and control the spread of invasive species. 

IA-26 Impacts on special status plant species should be addressed. 

Comment:  Motorized access creates problems with rare plants.  ATV use in Recapture 

Canyon could remove rare plants and damage their habitat.  

Response:  Potential impacts on special status plant species are addressed in the ID Team 

Checklist (Appendix C).  No habitat for rare, endemic, sensitive or listed threatened or 

endangered plants occurs in the Project Area. 

IA-27 Impacts on riparian vegetation must be addressed and how BLM would 
comply with its riparian policy must be explained. 

Comment:  In order to meet the purpose and objective of the Utah Riparian Policy, field offices 

are directed to [p]rotect riparian areas through sound management practices and avoid negative 

impacts to the maximum extent practicable . . . No new surface disturbing activities will be 

allowed within 100 meters of riparian areas” with few exceptions. (IM 2005-‐091, Attachment, at 

4).  Since a portion of the proposed right‐of‐way, OHV route segments 2 and 3, are within the 

Recapture Canyon riparian area, the EA must assess the potential effects to the riparian area 

and how these route segments of the proposed right‐of‐way comply with the Utah Riparian Policy. 

Response:  The proposed trail system deviates from the existing alignment in order to minimize 

impacts on riparian vegetation. With the proposed action about 0.74 miles of the 11.67 miles 

(6.3 percent) would be within or adjacent to riparian vegetation (within a 10-foot buffer). The 

objective of the Utah Riparian Management Policy as stated in IM 2005-091 is to establish an 

aggressive riparian management program that will identify, maintain, and/or improve riparian 

values to achieve a healthy and productive ecological condition for maximum long-term benefits, 
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in order to provide watershed protection while still preserving quality riparian-dependent aquatic 

and terrestrial species habitats, and as appropriate, allow for reasonable resource uses. 

Chapter 3 of the EA describes the potentially affected riparian vegetation and Chapter 4 

analyzes the impact of trail construction and use. Vehicles would be restricted to the trail to 

avoid further impacts to riparian vegetation.  Alternatives B and C would reduce impacts by 

prohibiting motorized use on Segment 2 of the trail system. 

IA-28 The analysis must address transportation and access. 

Comment:  Since the proposal is travel and transportation infrastructure, it should be analyzed 

in light of the current travel and transportation plan. 

Response:  The Recreation sections of Chapter 3 and 4 describe regional transportation 

opportunities for motorized recreation and analyze the relative contribution of the proposed trail 

system to those opportunities.  The EA states that the Monticello RMP responds to the issue of 

OHV use by designating all BLM lands as closed or limited to off highway vehicle use. 

Approximately 1,388,191 acres are limited to designated routes, and 393,895 acres are closed 

to motorized travel. There are no acres open to cross-country travel. The Approved RMP 

designates 2,820 miles of routes open to vehicle use and closes 316 miles of routes to 

recreational vehicle use.  

The Monticello RMP does not designate any routes open to OHV use in Recapture Canyon, a 

portion of which was previously closed through a closure order issued in 2007. With Alternative 

A, the proposed trail system would open 11.67 miles of routes that are presently closed.  

The Monticello RMP does not designate any routes open to OHV use in Recapture Canyon 

which was previously closed through a closure order in 2007. The proposed trail system would 

open up to about 11.67 miles of routes that are presently closed.  

IA-29 The analysis must address route density and habitat fragmentation. 

Comment:  Analysis should be done on both route density and landscape/habitat 

fragmentation. 

Response:  See the response to comment IA-28 concerning analysis of travel and 

transportation. The MFO RMP and TMP describe the miles of routes open and closed to 

vehicles in the MFO area.  That information is incorporated into the EA and utilized as a 

baseline for describing the incremental impact of the proposed trail system. 

Chapter 4 of the EA concludes that the increment of habitat fragmentation from the proposed 

trail system would be minor since there are roads within 1 to 2 miles on either side of the 

proposed trail system (See EA Figure 2.1); the trail would be narrow (65-inch wide surface) and 

the trail would be surfaced with native material and easily crossed by most species.  Additionally 

ATV use is expected to be intermittent. 

IA-30: Economic impacts should be addressed. 
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Comment:  Appropriate usage of these government-administered lands help to support the 

viability of the local economy. The Blanding area has not experienced much of the tourist growth 

seen by Moab, Monument Valley and other areas, resulting in an economic disadvantage that 

this ATV trail and the development of other local trails will help to remedy. The proposed trail will 

be the means of generating more economic viability in Southeast Utah. A major positive impact 

would be the increase in visitors that world result with granting the right-of- way.   I believe that the trail 

would draw interest nationwide.  

Response:  The ID Team Checklist (Appendix C) discusses the potential economic impact of 

the proposed action.  BLM has concluded that recreation use in Recapture Canyon would 

cumulatively contribute to the economic condition of San Juan County, but in and of itself would 

not be a significant economic factor in the County.  Neither approval nor denial of the proposed 

action would result in a noticeable improvement or deterioration of economic conditions in San 

Juan County. 

IA-31 The analysis should show that non-motorized use would be better for the 
economy than motorized. 

Comment:  I feel in the long run, encouraging non-motorized use of Recapture Canyon will 

have a greater economic benefit to Blanding than ATV riders will ever provide. 

Response:  See the response to the previous comment (IA-30). 

IA-32 Impacts on paleontological resources should be addressed. 

Comment:  There are known significant vertebrate fossil localities recorded in Utah Geological 

Survey files in or near this project, and the Morrison, Burro Canyon (Cedar Mountain) and  

Dakota Formations that are exposed along parts of these project rights-of-way have the 

potential for yielding additional significant vertebrate fossil localities.  

Response:  Chapter 3 of the EA describes the existing potential for paleontological resources in 

the Project Area and Chapter 4 analyzes the potential impacts.  As explained in the POD and 

Chapter 2 of the EA, San Juan County and BLM would provide a qualified, permitted 

paleontologist to monitor disturbed areas during construction on sections of the proposed trail 

that have a PFYC of 5. If important fossils are found, construction would cease until appropriate 

measures could be taken to collect important fossils or avoid further disturbance of fossil sites.



 

 

 

APPENDIX E 

Erosion Control Plan for Trail Construction and Reclamation of 
Unauthorized Route Closure 



 

Appendix E:  Erosion Control and Reclamation Plan  1 

Recapture Canyon ATV Trail System Environmental Assessment 
 

Appendix E 

 

Erosion Control Plan for Trail Construction and Reclamation of Unauthorized 
Route Closure 

Introduction:  

The Monticello Field Office RMP contains Soil and Water Resources Decisions SOLW-14 and 

SOLW-15 which state: 

 SOLW-14: If surface-disturbing activities cannot be avoided on slopes between 21% and 

40%, an erosion control plan will be required. The plan must be approved by the BLM 

prior to construction and maintenance and include the following:  

o An erosion control strategy  

o A BLM accepted and/or approved survey and design 

 SOLW-15: For slopes greater than 40%, no surface disturbance will be allowed unless it 

is determined that it will cause undue or unnecessary degradation to pursue other 

placement alternatives. An erosion control plan will be required. 

This erosion control plan is prepared for the purpose of assuring all alternatives in the EA are in 

compliance with these RMP Decisions. 

New Trail Construction Activities 

Most alternatives include some degree of new trail construction or existing trail improvement.  

All trail construction or improvement would be accomplished by or under the oversight of the 

BLM to the standards specified in BLM Manual and Handbook sections 9113 and 9115, and the 

United States Department of Agriculture Trail Construction and Maintenance Notebook, 2007 

Edition.  

A trail cat would be used during trail construction and improvement activities for clearing the trail 

of rocks, debris, and vegetation along with pushing soil and material to level the trail surface and 

fill in ruts or washouts. The trail cat and support ATVs also would be used to deliver materials 

such as gravel, fencing, and cattle guards and to install water control structures such as 

diversion berms or water bars.  

Hand crews would use hand tools for: 1) sawing and trimming trees and vegetation from the 

trails, 2) spreading debris from trail clearing onto closed segments, 3) filling in ruts, 4) building 

water drainage controls on steep slopes to prevent erosion including water dips and run out 

ditches possibly extending a short distance outside the proposed ROW, and 5) installing trail 

markers and signs identifying allowed methods of travel.  

The constructions of trails to these standards would provide for erosion control mitigation 

measures and would meet the requirements of the RMP soil and water resource decisions. 

Unauthorized Route Closure 

All action alternatives include varying amounts of closure and reclamation of existing routes not 

designated as “open”. These routes would be closed to motorized use and stabilized to reduce 

trail related erosion and sedimentation. These routes occur throughout the project area on 

slopes from 0 to over 30%. The following table shows the distance in feet and the slope of the 
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existing trails designated to be closed and reclaimed. These distances are estimated based on 

GIS analysis using a 5 meter digital elevation model (DEM) and aerial photography. 

  

Alternative A 

Feet/% of total 

Alternative B 

Feet/% of total 

Alternative C 

Feet/% of total 

Alternative D 

Feet/% of total 

Alternative E 

Feet/% of total 

0 to 20% Slope 14,334/87% 15,866/88% 14,083/87% 22,854/84% 43,758/86% 

21 to 30% Slope 1,324/8% 1,354/7% 1,230/8% 2,279/8% 4,350/9% 

30% Plus Slope 748/5% 902/5% 902/5% 1,930/7% 2,620/5% 

Total 16,406 18,122 16,215 27,063 50,728 

 

Methods used to close and stabilize the unauthorized routes shall include the following: 

 All route closure/reclamation work will be surveyed for cultural resource avoidance in 

advance. 

 Route closure/reclamation work will be conducted by crews using hand tools (including 

power hand tools such as chain saws). No motorized construction equipment (trail cat, 

back hoe tractors, skid steer tractors, excavators of any size) will be used to conduct 

trail closure/reclamation activities. 

Methods used to close and stabilize the unauthorized routes may include any or all of the 

following: 

 Placement of closure signs;  

 Placement of barricades (rocks, tree trunks) at the intersection of open and closed 

routes;  

 Where necessary and appropriate, re-contouring (reduce cut, fill of dugway sections) to 

approximate and blend with the adjacent landform.   

 Placement of long term water control structures such as water bars and drainage 

ditches. 

 Placement of temporary water control structures such as straw bales, erosion control 

blankets, straw logs/wattles. 

 Raking out OHV tracks;  

 Re-vegetation by seeding with a seed mixture appropriate to the ecological site. This 

seed mixture could include both native and introduced desirable species of herbaceous 

grasses and forbs, and shrubs. The objective of re-vegetation is to achieve a vegetative 

density sufficient to stabilize the soil surface and reduce the opportunity for invasive 

species invasion. 

 Placement of rocks and/or vegetation (slash) collected or cut from the surrounding area.  

Live vegetation would be cut from adjoining woodlands to provide additional biomass as 

needed to close these trails. 

The degree of the route closure and reclamation action would be determined to a large degree 

by the slope on which the route is located.  
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Routes on slopes of 0 to 20% are expected to require the least amount of erosion control. 

Activities will be designed to eliminate illegal use of these routes. Closure and reclamation will 

focus on the placement of closure signs and barricades, revegetation, and placement of rocks 

and slash. Some erosion control will be conducted to facilitate natural drainage. As indicated by 

the table, these routes include the majority (84 to 88% depending on alternative) of the routes to 

be closed and reclaimed. 

Routes on slopes of 21 to 30% are expected to require a greater amount of erosion control.  

Water bars and drainage ditches will be appropriately placed to divert water from the closed trail 

and into natural drainage channels. Some recontouring and placement of temporary erosion 

control structures is anticipated. Placement of closure signs and barricades, revegetation, and 

placement of rocks and slash will be accomplished. As indicated by the table, these routes 

include a much smaller portion (7 to 8% depending on alternative) of the routes to be closed 

and reclaimed. 

Routes on slopes over 30% are expected to require the greatest amount of erosion control. 

Most of these routes will require recontouring, frequent placement of long term and temporary 

erosion control structures. Placement of closure signs and barricades, revegetation, and 

placement of rocks and slash will be accomplished. As indicated by the table, these routes 

include the smallest portion (5 to 7% depending on alternative) of the routes to be closed and 

reclaimed. 
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1.0 Resource Management Plan Direction 

 

Monticello Resource Management Plan (MT RMP) includes management decisions for 
resources.  Pertinent RMP Management Actions include: 

 

RIP-1 “Public lands are managed in accordance with laws, executive orders, and regulations on 
floodplain and wetland areas to reduce resource loss from floods and erosion.” 

 

RIP-5:  “No new surface-disturbing activities are allowed within active floodplains or within 100 
meters of riparian areas unless it can be shown that: a) there are no practical alternatives, or b) 
all long-term impacts can be fully mitigated, or c) the activity would benefit and enhance the 
riparian area.” 

 

RIP-8  “Floodplains and riparian/aquatic areas are:  

 Subject to fire suppression to protect riparian habitat.  

 Excluded from private and/or commercial use of woodland products, except for Native 
American traditional purposes as determined on a site-specific basis; limited on-site 
collection of dead wood for campfires is allowed as per Woodlands section.  

 Available for habitat, range, and watershed improvements and vegetation treatments 
described in 2007 Vegetation EIS.  

 Excluded from surface disturbance by mechanized or motorized equipment (except as 
allowed above) and from structural development (unless there is no practical alternative 
or the development will enhance riparian/aquatic values).”  

RIP-9:  “Unnecessary multiple social foot trails in riparian/floodplain areas will be minimized. 

Social foot trails in Road Canyon, Fish Creek, and Mule Canyon will be closed to protect 

riparian resources.” 

 

2.0 Methods 

The analysis area for this project, existing conditions, and effects analysis includes ~ 18,803 
acres of lands surrounding the proposed trails and Recapture Canyon below Recapture 
Reservoir.   The analysis area for soil and water resources includes portions of the Jenny’s 
Canyon-Recapture Creek (HUC 1408020105) and Corral Creek-Recapture Creek 
(140802010304) 6th Level HUCs.   Map 1 – Analysis Area further describes the analysis area, 
the above/below canyon rim portions, and distribution of streams and riparian resources. 

Overall, the analysis approach for this project is to describe the existing conditions for soil and 
water resource resources within the analysis area and present the impacts of identified 
alternatives on these resources.  The remainder of this section discusses specific tools used to 
evaluate the conditions of water resources within the analysis area. 
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2.1 Riparian & Wetland Mapping 

Riparian resources were derived from two sources.  The first dataset is the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service 2014 National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) for the state of Utah.  The second 
dataset was generated by J. Jarnecke, Utah-BLM State Office hydrologist, in spring of 2014.  
This dataset was developed for the Recapture Canyon analysis area through digitizing riparian 
& wetland polygons from 2014 National Agriculture Imagery Program (NAIP) Aerial Imagery at 
scales ranging from 1:1,800 to 1:12,000 for increased accuracy.  Additional information used to 
describe/ delineate the extent of wetland features includes stereo aerial photography, USGS 
topographic maps, and USGS National Hydrography Datasets (NHD).  The NWI and generated 
datasets were field verified on a number of analysis area visits.  The NWI and generated 
datasets do not show all wetlands since the maps are derived from aerial photo-interpretation 
with varying limitations due to scale, photo quality, inventory techniques, and other factors. 
Consequently, the maps tend to show wetlands that are readily photo-interpreted given 
consideration of photo and map scale.  These datasets, and NHD stream coverage were used 
to evaluate existing conditions and impacts of each of the alternatives.  Parameters used to 
evaluate impacts include # of stream or drainage crossings, miles of trail/road within 50 feet of 
stream, and miles of road/trail in or adjacent to riparian/wetland resources (for analysis, roads 
within 10 feet of riparian was classified as “in or adjacent to riparian/wetland resources). 

 

2.2 Soil Information 

Soils in the assessment area (Map 2) are described in two NRCS Soil Surveys – UT 638 and 
UT 639.  A report that includes the distribution, map unit descriptions, and a number of soil 
interpretations is included in the project record (NRCS 2014).  The canyon soil types are 
typically fine sandy loam and clay loam soils, located below mesa rimrock, with highly varied 
slope and rock content.   

The analysis area includes portions of NRCS soil surveys UT638 and UT639.   Data from NRCS 
Web Soil Survey (http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm ) Soil 
Interpretations used to classify the proposed trail alignment are discussed below. 
 

Erosion Hazard for Roads & Trails.   

The ratings in this interpretation indicate the hazard of soil loss from unsurfaced roads and 
trails. The ratings are based on soil erosion factor K, slope, and content of rock fragments. 
 

The ratings are both quantitative and qualitative. The hazard is described as "slight," 
"moderate," or "severe." A rating of "slight" indicates that little or no erosion is likely; "moderate" 
indicates that some erosion is likely, that the roads or trails may require occasional 
maintenance, and that simple erosion-control measures are needed; and "severe" indicates that  
substantial erosion is expected, that the roads or trails require frequent maintenance, and that 
costly erosion-control measures are needed (NRCS 2014).  
 

Soil Rutting Risk.   

The ratings in this interpretation indicate the hazard of surface rut formation through the 
operation of forestland equipment. Soil displacement and puddling (soil deformation and 
compaction) may occur simultaneously with rutting. 

http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm
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Ratings are based on depth to a water table, rock fragments on or below the surface, the 
Unified classification of the soil, depth to a restrictive layer, and slope. The hazard is described 
as slight, moderate, or severe. A rating of "slight" indicates that the soil is subject to little or no 
rutting. "Moderate" indicates that rutting is likely. "Severe" indicates that ruts form readily (NRCS 
2014). 

Suitability for Roads (Natural Surface).  

The ratings in this interpretation indicate the suitability for using the natural surface of the soil for 
roads. The ratings are based on slope, rock fragments on the surface, plasticity index, content 
of sand, the Unified classification of the soil, depth to a water table, ponding, flooding, and the 
hazard of soil slippage. 
 

The soils are described as "well suited," "moderately suited," or "poorly suited" to this use. "Well 
suited" indicates that the soil has features that are favorable for the specified kind of roads and 
has no limitations.  Good performance can be expected, and little or no maintenance is needed. 
"Moderately suited" indicates that the soil has features that are moderately favorable for the 
specified kind of roads. One or more soil properties are less than desirable, and fair 
performance can be expected. Some maintenance is needed. "Poorly suited" indicates that the 
soil has one or more properties that are unfavorable for the specified kind of roads. Overcoming 
the unfavorable properties requires special design, extra maintenance, and costly alteration 
(NRCS 2014). 
 

2.2.1Recommended Design features to minimize trail related erosion and 
sedimentation 
 

Erosion control measures would be applied to unauthorized trails, closed trails, or abandoned 
segments of trail associated with route relocation on a site-specific basis.  These measures 
would be applied to 1) rehabilitate or restore natural soil, hydrologic, and vegetation conditions 
to the extent possible, or 2) stabilize steep and highly eroded trail segments where rehabilitation 
or restoration is not possible.  Measures would include: 

o Obliterating or re-contouring trail prism to natural contour or soil surface 
o Re-establishing natural drainage patterns where altered by trail prism  
o Installation of trail drainage features such as water bars, check dams, or and 

check logs 
o Ground-cover or slash placement 
o Re-establishment of native vegetation and, where appropriate, biological soil 

crusts. 

2.3 Sediment and Erosion Modeling 

WEPP: Road was utilized to determine erosion and sediment produced by existing roads and 
proposed temporary roads within the analysis area.  This model is an interface to the Water 
Erosion Prediction Project (WEPP), developed by U.S.D.A. Forest Service, was used to 
determine road & trail prism erosion and sediment contribution streams in the analysis area.  
This soil erosion model was developed to allow users to easily describe numerous road erosion 
conditions.  WEPP: Road incorporates climate, soils, and three overland flow elements: a road, 
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a fill-slope, and a buffer.  Information used to populate and run the model was generated from 
field visits (soils, road parameters, and buffer parameters) and available BLM GIS data (Project 

Record – WEPP: Road Modeling Results).  Modeled values are estimates only for predicted soil 
erosion with a ±50% error.  Results were not field verified using field erosion plots.  Additional 
information on WEPP: Road, its applications, limitations, assumptions, and explanation of 
variables are available in the model documentation in the project record or on the World Wide 
Web (WWW) at http://forest.moscowfsl.wsu.edu/fswepp/docs /wepproaddoc.html.  In general, FS 
WEPP applications tend to over-predict sediment production in small watersheds (Elliot 2001, 
Gheren et. al. 2006).   

Below are a few definitions from the above reference that are used in when discussing WEPP 

Modeling in this report: 

 Trail Prism:   The area within the trail alignment that includes the trail surface, cut/fill 
surfaces, trail related structures (e.g. a culvert with an energy dissipater, or a trail bridge 
and its abutments), or an unmovable natural obstacle (e.g., rock, root wad, log, slide 
material). 

 High traffic roads are generally associated with a timber sale, hauling numerous loads of 
logs over the road, or roads that receive considerable traffic during much of the year.  

 Low traffic roads are roads with administrative or light recreational use during dry 
weather.  

 No traffic roads are roads with restricted or no access, and have vegetation growing on 
more than half of the road surface. 
 

 Map 3 WEPP:Road Model Segments further describes the modeled segments in the analysis 
area.   Trail segments with proximity to Recapture Creek – below the canyon rim were 
segmented by gradient, buffer slope/distance, soil type, and trail design parameters for 
modeling analysis.  WEPP: Road was run on the trail segments, yielding segment specific 
outputs for 1) Average Annual Rain Runoff (inches), 2) Average Annual Snow Runoff (inches), 
3) Average Annual Sediment Leaving Road (pounds), and 4) Average Annual Sediment Leaving 
Buffer (pounds).  This analysis utilizes the latter two – Average Annual Sediment Leaving Road 
and Average Annual Sediment Leaving Buffer.  However, to make these metrics volumetric and 
more easily interpretable, the outputs (pounds) were converted to cubic yards (27 cubic 
feet/cubic yard multiplied by 81.48 pounds/cubic foot of soil = 2,200 Pounds/Cubic Yard).   The 
final cubic yards metric was calculated by dividing the outputs (pounds) by 2,200 (pounds/cubic 
yard).  As a relatable interpretation of volumes of erosion and sedimentation, a standard large 
dump truck can haul a volume of approximately 10 cubic yards of material.  
 

Use levels for the existing conditions were modeled as low, since the existing modeled trail 
segments are currently closed to ATV traffic.  For each of the alternatives, traffic rates were 
modeled at both low and high levels for comparison and due to the fact that anticipated traffic on 
the constructed trail is unknown at this time.  This approach gives a low and high value for 
road/trail related erosion and stream sedimentation. 

WEPP:Road modeling was not completed on the existing or proposed trails above Recapture 
Canyon Rim due somewhat reduced probability (low gradient hillslopes, low gradient trails, & 
large stream buffers) of trail-generated stream sedimentation and associated impacts to stream, 
riparian, and floodplain resources.  Since modeling was not completed on the proposed trails 
above the rim, use of trail mileage by soil indicators discussed above is a good evaluation tool 
to assess impacts.  

http://forest.moscowfsl.wsu.edu/fswepp/docs/wepproaddoc.html
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3.0 Existing Conditions 

This section contains a description and quantification of the analysis area as it relates to soil 
and water resources.  

3.1 Climate & Precipitation  

Precipitation in the Recapture Canyon area primarily occurs in two seasons.  In the summer 
monsoon season, (July through October) precipitation is derived from moisture-laiden air from 
the Gulf of Mexico and the Gulf of California.  Storm intensities are highly influenced by 
convective uplift from surface heating and orographic uplift, resulting in highly unstable 
atmospheric conditions.  Monsoon storms are generally characterized as localized, high 
intensity, short duration events; and can include intense rain, lightning, hail, and high winds.   
These types of storm events combined with the prevalence of impermeable landscape 
(slickrock) or shallow/low permeability soils tend to generate intense runoff events and 
frequently trigger accelerated erosion and geomorphic changes as discussed in the preceding 
section.  The winter season includes the months December through March.  During this season, 
winds are typically from the west & southwest, delivering moisture-laiden air masses from the 
Pacific Ocean.  Storms from this weather pattern are typically longer duration (12-48 hours), 
less intense, and more regional in scale. 

The table below describes average monthly climate parameters—including precipitation for the 
Blanding area.  As discussed above, the assessment area experiences a summer monsoon 
period where storms are characterized as short duration and high intensity (highlighted - months 
July through October). 
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Blanding , UT (420738) Monthly Climate Summary 
Period of Record:  12.08.1904 to 12.31.1995 

  Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual 

Average 
Max. Temp 
(F) 

39.1 44.9 52.7 62.2 72.3 83.3 88.7 86.2 78.2 66 51.4 41.2 63.8 

Average 
Min. Temp 
(F) 

17.2 22.3 27.8 34.3 42.1 50.7 57.9 56.2 48.3 38 26.7 19.2 36.7 

Average 
Total 
Precip. (in.) 

1.39 1.21 1.05 0.87 0.71 0.45 1.15 1.38 1.28 1.45 1.05 1.33 13.32 

Average 
Total 
SnowFall 
(in.) 

10.8 7.3 4.4 1.9 0.2 0 0 0 0 0.3 3.3 9.8 38.2 

Average 
Snow Depth 
(in.) 

3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Source: Western Regional Climate Center, Blanding, UT.   

 

http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?utblan 

3.2 Water Resources (stream, floodplain and riparian-wetland) and 
Water Quality 

The following section is a summary of the existing conditions of water-related resources.  

 

3.2.1 Water Resources 

The existing trails include approximately 4.68 miles of existing road, 6.55 miles of existing trail.  
The proposed trails would include 16 stream or drainage crossings, 0.76 miles (0.91 acres) of 
direct disturbance to riparian & wetland areas, and 0.80 miles (~0.85 acres) of floodplain.  The 
current trails include approximately 4.77 miles of trail within 100 meters of Recapture Creek.  

 

Stream & Floodplain Resources 

The main drainage feature in the assessment area is Recapture Canyon.  The assessment area 
includes approximately 7.0 miles of Recapture Creek (below the reservoir).   Runoff events & 
stream flows in Recapture Creek watershed are generally controlled by the Dam at Recapture 
Reservoir.  Despite this structure, streamflows in the canyon below appear to be perennial-
interrupted.  Flows generally move down-gradient subsurface until valley constriction or 
underlying geological structure forces water toward surface & translates into stream flow 

http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?utblan
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(referred to as an ‘emergence zone’).  Water table depths and proximity to the emergence 
zones tend to control the distribution, composition, density, and vigor of riparian vegetation.  
Beaver complexes tend to occur on Recapture Creek in the areas where groundwater intersects 
the channel/valley surface.  The beaver activity typically expands riparian-wetland habitat 
through ponding (raising water table) and dispersal of flows across the valley bottom. 

Major tributary drainages to Recapture Creek tend to be ephemeral (only flow during storm 
events), with the exception of Brown’s Canyon.  Brown’s Canyon supports a series of springs, 
seeps, and associated small spring-fed streams and stringer riparian systems that occur in a 
dendritic drainage pattern that converge and contribute flow to Recapture Creek near the 
existing trail crossing.  Above the canyon rim, there are a number of ephemeral drainages that 
have catchments or springs/seeps that support small riparian communities for a short distance 
down-gradient. 

 

Riparian and Wetland Resources 

Riparian habitat along perennial stream reaches is basic to the hydrologic function in that they 
route water (surface & subsurface), nutrients, and sediment through the watershed. Ground 
cover promotes infiltration and conserves water, soil, and nutrients on-site. Influent soil moisture 
recharges ground water and base flows.  Riparian trees, shrubs, and herbaceous riparian 
vegetation aid in floodplain/ channel maintenance and development, regulate floods by 
dissipating flow energies, reduce erosion and improves water quality, control water temperature 
by shading streams, improve channel structure by adding debris, supply food to aquatic fauna.   
Watershed conditions upstream affect riparian areas by influencing the size, frequency, 
duration, and water quality of floods, sediment supply, and base flows.  

The analysis area includes approximately 150 acres of wetland/riparian systems (polygons).  Of 
this, ~ 44.08 acres are located in downstream of the Reservoir and below the Recapture 
Canyon rims.   Riparian vegetation associated with Recapture Creek includes cottonwoods, 
willow species, gambel oak, sedge species, juncus species, various riparian forbs, and cattails.  
The Brown’s Canyon includes approximately 0.5 miles of stream and 2.1 acres of riparian 
habitat.   Vegetative composition of this canyon’s riparian systems typically includes juncus, 
sedge species, cattails, and willow species.   Vegetation for the riparian and wetland systems 
above the rim are similar to those found in the canyon, but with less water available. 
 

The riparian systems below Recapture Rim include both river-related (lotic) and spring-seep 
related (lentic) resources on both Recapture Creek and in Brown’s Canyon.   The existing trails 
include 16 stream or drainage crossings, of which, 9 are located on Recapture Creek.  The 9 
crossings below the rim total approximately 0.76 miles (0.91 acres) in or adjacent to riparian, of 
which, the majority is located below the canyon rim. 

These riparian areas are likely to currently be directly and indirectly impacted by periodic 
unauthorized use and increased runoff and sedimentation from the existing trail as described in 
Section 4.1 General Impacts of OHV Trails on Hydrology, Soils & Hillslope/Geomorphic 
Processes section.   
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Existing Conditions - Stream, Riparian, and Wetland Resources  

 Below Rim Trail/Road & Riparian-Floodplain Relationship Above Rim 

Total Miles 
for 

Alternative   

Total 
Miles 

Miles w/in 50' 
Stream Buffer 

Miles in/ 
adjacent  to 
Riparian * 

Total 
Miles 

Miles w/in 
50' Stream 

Buffer 

Miles in/ 
adjacent  to 
Riparian * 

Existing Road 1.56 0.35 0.38 3.12 0.15 0.01 4.68 

Existing Trail 3.71 0.25 0.37 2.84 0.05 0 6.55 

New 
Trail/Reroute 0 0.00   0 0 0 0 

Total Miles 5.27 0.60 0.75 5.96 0.20 0.01 11.23 

* for analysis, adjacent to riparian =  within 10 foot buffer. 

  

3.2.2 Water Quality.   

Clean Water Act Compliance 

Waters in Utah that do not meet the water quality standards for their assigned beneficial uses are the 
focus of the Clean Water Act’s (CWA) Section 303 (d), which requires states to identify, then develop 
and implement plans to improve remaining impaired waters. The Total Daily Maximum Load (TMDL) 
process, which identifies pollution sources and allocates maximum pollution loadings where water 
quality goals are not being met, is the required methodology for addressing these listed waters.  

The TMDL approach targets watersheds, addressing water quality in a site-specific way tailored 
to local conditions and objectives. It specifies the increment of water quality improvement 
required, allocates responsibility for this improvement incrementally among pollution sources, 
and provides a framework for remedial action. The TMDL process is coordinated with other 
CWA programs. 

Beneficial uses   

DEQ sets narrative and numeric surface water standards for water quality based on the uses 
people and wildlife make of the water. These designated “beneficial uses” are specified in the 
standards for individual surface waters, or if the surface water is not listed in the rule, the 
designated uses are determined by the tributary rule. Surface frequently waters have multiple 
beneficial uses.  Water quality is assessed as fully supporting or impaired based on standards 
established to protect each beneficial use.  Waters within the analysis area are classified by the 
State of Utah to support beneficial uses 1C, 2B, 3B and 4: 

 

1C. Protected for domestic purposes with prior treatment by treatment processes as 
required by the Utah Division of Drinking Water. 

2B. Protected for infrequent primary contact recreation and secondary contact recreation 
such as boating, wading, or similar uses. 

3B. Protected for warm water species of game fish and other warm water aquatic life, 
including the necessary aquatic  
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4.   Protected for agricultural uses including irrigation of crops and stock watering. 

 

The numeric water quality standards can be found in Section R317-2, Utah Administrative 
Code, Standards of Quality of Waters of the State 
(http://www.rules.utah.gov/publicat/code/r317/r317-002.htm). 

 

Waters within the Analysis Area are included in DEQ Recapture Creek 1 assessment area 
(Recapture Creek and tributaries from confluence with San Juan River to USFS boundary, 
except Johnson Creek) were evaluated in 2014 Integrated Report.  The report is available 
online at: http://www.waterquality.utah.gov/WQAssess/currentIR.htm#IR2014.  In this report the 
assessment unit is listed as Category 3 – Insufficient Data, Exceedances, and requires further 
investigation to determine if the water is impaired.  At this time, no TMDLs are scheduled or 
developed for waters within the analysis area. 

 

3.3 Soil Resources 

Soils in the assessment area (Map 2) are described in two NRCS Soil Surveys – UT 638 and 
UT 639.  A report that includes the distribution, map unit descriptions, and a number of soil 
interpretations is included in the project record (NRCS 2014).  The canyon area soil types are 
typically fine sandy loam and clay loam soils, located below mesa rimrock, with highly varied 
slope and rock content.   Soil types on the plateau/mesa tend to include gently sloped loams to 
sandy loams with areas of bedrock and high rock content. 

 

3.3.1 Analysis area Soils 

The soil complex units that are affected by trails for the existing conditions and proposed 
alternatives are listed.   Currently there are ~ 12.40 miles of existing trail in the project area.  
The condition of these trails range from unauthorized heavily constructed steep & eroding trail 
segments within Browns & Recapture Canyons to user-made trails on the plateau/mesa area.  
Trail mileages by soil-type are further described in the following table and in the project record 
(NRCS 2014). 
  

http://www.rules.utah.gov/publicat/code/r317/r317-002.htm
http://www.waterquality.utah.gov/WQAssess/currentIR.htm%23IR2014
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Existing Conditions - Soil Characteristics and Ratings  

      

Soil Complex 
Units 

Slope Range 
(%) 

Prime 
Farmland 

Runoff 
Group Survey MuSym Miles 

639 

MvG 0.26  -- 2-25 N D 

NID3 0.92 --  2-10 N C 

MnDL 0.13 --  2-10 Y B  

MvG 0.26  -- 2-25 N D 

SdE 2.51  -- 2-25 N C 

SnGC 0.64  -- 2-25 N C 

638 

6 1.14 

Barx (35%) 4-10 N B  

Strych (25%) 20-50 N B  

Skos (20%) 4-30 N  D 

11 0.04   1-8 N B  

46 2.51 
Rizno (50%) 3-15 N D 

Cahona (50%) 1-8 N B  

47 2.82 

Rizno (30%) 3-15 N D 

Littlenan (20%) 3-20 N C 

Bodot (20%) 20-50 N C 

50 1.17 

Rizno (35%) 3-15 N D 

Ruinpoint 
(25%) 3-16 N D 

 

The NRCS has classified all soils into hydrologic soil groups (or runoff groups, A, B, C, 
and D) due to their infiltration rate, which is obtained for bare soil after prolonged 
wetting.  The table above identifies the runoff group for each of the soils in the analysis 
area.  The four hydrologic runoff groups are as follows: 

 

Group A soils have low runoff potential and high infiltration rates even when thoroughly wetted.  

They consist chiefly of deep, well to excessively well drained sands or gravels.  Theu USDA soil 

textures normally included in this goup are sand, loamy sand, and sandy loam. 
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Group B soils have moderate infiltration rates when thoroughly wetted and consist chiefly of 

moderately deep to deep, moderately well to well drained soils with moderately fine to 

moderately coarse textures.  The USDA soil textures normally included in this group are silt 

loam and loam.   

Group C soils have low infiltration rates when thoroughly wetted and consist chiefly of soils with 

a layer that impeded downward movement of water and soils with moderately fine to fine 

texture.  The USDA soil texture normally included in this group is sandy clay loam.  

Group D soils have high runoff potential.  They have very low infiltration rates when thoroughly 

wetted and consist mainly of clay soils with a high swelling potential, soils with permanent high 

water table, soils with a claypan or clay layer at or near the surface, and shallow soils over a 

nearly impervious material. The USDA soil textures normally included in this group are clay 

loam, silty clay loam, sandy clay, silty clay, and clay.  These soils have a very low rate of water 

transmission.  

3.3.2 Soil Interpretation Summary 

The existing trail system includes 12.4 miles of trail totaling 12.31 acres of trail-related 
disturbance.  Currently there are no designated trailheads in the area.   Soil Interpretations used 
to classify the proposed trail alignment are discussed below.  The interpretations are further 
defined in the Methods Section and the project record.  The Table below describes the total 
existing trail miles by soil interpretations.  The interpretations are further discussed in the 
subsequent sections. 

 

Existing Conditions Soil Rating by Road/Trail Miles & Percent of Total Trail Miles 

Soil Rutting Eros Hazard -Road/Trail Natural Road Surface Suitability 

Slight 0.52 4.2% Moderate 2.24 18.1% Poor 2.30 18.6% 

Moderate 5.33 43.0% Severe 6.47 52.2% Moderate 7.59 61.2% 

Severe 2.86 23.1% UnRated 3.68 29.7% UnRated 2.51 20.3% 

UnRated 3.68 29.7%   

 

  

  

  

  12.40 100%   12.40 100%   12.40 100% 

 

Soil Rutting Risk.   

Of the existing trails, approximately 8.2 miles (66%) are classified as moderate to severe soil 
rutting hazard.   This interpretation was not completed for Soil Survey #639.  Map Unit SdE in 
this survey includes all of the soils within Recapture Canyon (below the rims) for the southern 
half of the canyon.  Approximately 2.51 miles of the existing trail are located on this soil map 
unit.  However, Map Unit # 47 in survey UT 638 is located both immediately up-canyon and 
down-canyon of this soil unit is rated Severe for Soil Rutting Risk.  Due to similar landform, 
parent materials, and soil textures between the map units in the two surveys, it is assumed that 
Map Unit SdE of NRCS Survey #639 would have also have similar Soil Rutting Risk of Severe 
as Soil Map Unit 47 in Survey 638. This would equate to approximately 10.71 of the 12.40 miles 
(~86%) of the existing trails to be moderate to severe soil rutting risk.   The NRCS Report in the 
project record further describes the distribution of this interpretation by rating. 
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Erosion Hazard for Roads & Trails.   

Of the existing trails, approximately 8.2 miles (66%) are classified as moderate to severe for 
Road and Trail Erosion risk.   This interpretation was not completed for Soil Survey #639.  Map 
Unit SdE in this survey includes all of the soils within Recapture Canyon (below the rims) for the 
southern half of the canyon.  Approximately 2.51 miles of the existing trail are located on this 
soil map unit.  However, Map Unit # 47 in survey UT 638 is located both immediately up-canyon 
and down-canyon of this soil unit is rated Severe for Soil Rutting Risk.  Due to similar landform, 
parent materials, and soil textures between the map units in the two surveys, it is assumed that 
Map Unit SdE of NRCS Survey #639 would have also have similar Road and Trail Erosion Risk 
of Severe as Soil Map Unit 47 in Survey 638.  This would equate to approximately ~91% of the 
existing trails to be moderate to severe erosion hazard for roads/trails.   The NRCS Report in 
the project record further describes the distribution of this interpretation by rating. 
 

Suitability for Roads (Natural Surface).  

Of the existing trails, approximately 8.2 miles (66%) are classified as poor to moderate suitability 
for natural surface roads.  This interpretation was not completed for some map units Soil Survey 
#639.  Map Unit SdE in this survey includes all of the soils within Recapture Canyon (below the 
rims) for the southern half of the canyon.  Approximately 2.51 miles of the existing trail are 
located on this soil map unit.  However, Map Unit # 47 in survey UT 638 is located both 
immediately up-canyon and down-canyon of this soil unit is rated Severe for Soil Rutting Risk.  
Due to similar landform, parent materials, and soil textures between the map units in the two 
surveys, it is assumed that Map Unit SdE of NRCS Survey #639 would have also have a similar 
rating of Poor suitability for native surface road as Soil Map Unit 47 in Survey 638.  This would 
equate to approximately ~100% of the existing trails to be poor to moderately suited for natural 
surface road/trail.   The NRCS Report in the project record further describes the distribution of 
this interpretation by rating. 
 

Summary of Soil Interpretations 

The existing trails in the analysis area includes ~ 10.7 miles (86% of trail) of native surface trail 
where Soil Rutting Risk is moderate to severe – where due to soil conditions, ruts form readily.  
The Erosion Hazard for Roads/Trails is moderate to severe for 11.2 miles (or ~90%) of trail is 
classified as moderate to severe.  This rating represents soils where substantial erosion is 
expected, that the trails require frequent maintenance, and that costly erosion-control measures 
are needed.  Approximately 10.1 (or 81%) of the existing trail is poor to moderately suited for 
natural surface road. 

  

3.3.2 WEPP:Road Erosion and Sedimentation Modeling 

WEPP: Road erosion and sediment modeling was completed on the existing trail segments 
below the canyon to establish a baseline and to evaluate the relative increase or decrease in 
trail erosion and stream sedimentation.  Further information this analysis is located in the 
Methods section of this document and in the Project Record.  Due to slope and close proximity 
to the main stream and riparian resources in the analysis area, only the trails located below the 
canyon rim were modeled for this analysis.  The table below summarizes modeling results.  
Similar rates of trail prism erosion would likely occur on the trails located on the plateau/mesa, 
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but due to long distances/slopes between trail and drainage buffer, it is far less likely that trail-
produced sediment would reach Recapture Creek and impact the riparian-wetland resources. 

 

WEPP Road - Sediment Modeling Results for Existing Conditions and 
Alternatives – Trail Segments below Recapture Canyon Rim 

Existing 
Conditions 
& 
Alternatives 

Traffic 
Level 

Sediment Leaving Road 
& Buffer Distance 
between Road & 

Drainage 

Cubic 
Yards 

Annual 
Sediment  

% Existing 
Condition 

Sedimentation 

Existing 
Conditions 

Low 
Traffic 

Road Prism Erosion 8.3 100% 

Sediment leaving Buffer 2.4 100% 

 

Modeled results show that approximately 8.3 cubic yards of trail-prism erosion occur each year 
under little or no traffic conditions.  Of this, approximately ~2.4 cubic yards of sediment is 
transported overland and into the stream and riparian system of Recapture Creek.  As a real-
world application of sediment volume, a standard sized dump truck can haul ~10 cubic yards of 
material. 

 

4.0 Environmental Impacts  

This section includes sections on the general impact of linear disturbances (roads, trails, etc) 
and Alternative-specific analysis of impacts on soil and water (stream, floodplain, and riparian-
wetland) resources. 

4.1 General Impacts of OHV Trails on Hydrology, Soils & Hillslope/Geomorphic 
Processes 

OHV trails can have a substantial impact on hydrologic functions, soils, and 
hillslope/geomorphic processes.  OHVs tend to weigh up to 500 pounds, are very powerful, and 
are typically rigged with aggressive off-road tread patterned tires.  As a result, OHV use can 
lead to soil compaction, trail prism1 rutting, and soil displacement (mechanical erosion).  The 
type and extent of impact is dependent on soil properties & conditions, landscape location 
(ridge-top, midslope, etc), and trail parameters such as construction design (inslope, outslope, 
drainage features, etc), trail condition, trail gradient/ grade length, and use levels. 

Hydrologic Functions: 

Trails and other linear disturbances can alter hydrologic processes.  The trail prism itself can 
reduce precipitation infiltration and increase runoff. Other direct impacts include 
interception/diversion, concentration, and re-routing of surface and sub-surface flows.   The 
combination of concentrated flows, exposure of erosive soils in the road prism (road/trail 
surface, and cut/fill surfaces), road/trail surface rutting, and stream crossings can lead to 

                                                

1 Trail Prism:   The area within the trail alignment that includes the trail surface, cut/fill surfaces, trail related structures (e.g. a 

culvert with an energy dissipater, or a trail bridge and its abutments), or an unmovable natural obstacle (e.g., rock, root wad, 
log, slide material). 
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increases in erosion and stream sedimentation.  These hydrologic changes, in turn, can 
substantially influence soil and geomorphic processes. 

Soil Conditions & Properties  

OHV impact on soils is highly dependent on soil properties.  Soils with high clay content are 
highly compactable and less sensitive to mechanical erosion in dry conditions.  However, during 
periods of high soil moisture content, severe rutting can occur.  Conversely, compacted soils 
can be ‘tilled up’ with heavy OHV use, leaving un-stabilized & exposed fine textured soils in the 
trail prism highly susceptible to wind and water erosion.  Sandy to gravelly soils tend to resist 
compaction but are highly susceptible to mechanical erosion and erode rapidly with use.  Trail 
prism erosion rates can be severe on trail segments with poorly suited soils, high gradient (15+ 
%) and uninterrupted grade length, highly rutted trail prism condition, and where water flows are 
intercepted and routed down the trail prism. 
 

Biological Soil Crusts and physical crusts in the assessment area form on easily erodible soils.  
These crusts stabilize the soil surface, increase water infiltration/storage & soil productivity 
(Belnap et al. 1994).  OHV passage through biological or physical crust can break down the 
crust structure, leaving the soil surface susceptible to accelerated wind and water erosion 
(Belknap & Gillette 1997).   Biological soil crusts are very slow to re-establish following 
disturbance, especially in actively eroding soils (Belknap 1993).  This combined with the 
hydrologic effects of linear disturbance discussed above can lead to accelerated hillslope 
erosion, gullying, and loss of productive top soils layers. 
 

Geomorphic Changes 

OHV trails that are situated on soils with high susceptibility for erosion or that substantially 
influence hydrologic conditions can result in substantial geomorphic and hillslope changes. 
Accelerated trail prism erosion and/or gullying is initiated by traffic and associated trail surface 
rutting.  It is most likely to occur where the trail intercepts and concentrates water flows (Jones 
2000).  This process is amplified where the trail is located on poorly suited soils, where average 
gradients are steep, and where continuous grades occur.  Concentrated or increased runoff 
from the trail prism can lead to gully formation in the adjoining hillslopes where concentrated 
flows exit the trail.  A gullied trail prism can also propagate up-drainage from trail-drainage 
intersections, further concentrating flows from that drainage into the trail-way. 

All of these processes are forms of trail-related accelerated erosion.  The eroded sediments 
from the trail prism and related incision are deposited where flows lose capability to transport 
the material.  Typically, when runoff and sediment is confined to the trail prism, these areas are 
lower gradient trail segments or grade reversals and at larger drainage crossings 
(riparian/floodplain) areas.  Similarly, when trail prism generated runoff and sediment exit the 
trail prism, sediments are deposited where transport capability is diminished.  These areas 
typically include lower gradient hillslopes below the trail, in drainages/gullies either crossing or 
originating from the trail prism, and in areas with lower gradient (terraces, riparian areas, 
floodplains, streams, etc.). 
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Effects on Riparian and Wetland Resources  

Linear disturbances such as roads and trails impact riparian areas both directly and indirectly.  
These areas are directly impacted during road/trail construction through removal of riparian 
vegetation and excavation of material associated with the floodplain, stream banks, and stream 
bed.   Typically, stream crossings result in a wider shallower stream channel and can lead to 
localized instability in stream bed, banks, and floodplain. 

Indirectly, the riparian system is impacted in a number of ways.  Trail use facilitates rutting/trail 
incision, physical erosion, soil destabilization, all of which generally lead to increased stream 
sedimentation.  Changes in geomorphology channel widening at crossings and increased 
sediment input from channel entry/exit.   Increased stream sedimentation from trail erosion can 
lead to accelerated bar formation or channel braiding.   Stream crossings can serve as an 
access point for unauthorized OHV travel up/down the stream corridor – disrupting stream 
channel, banks, and floodplain.   Trails on floodplain can capture over-bank flows and cause 
channel formation/incision and sedimentation to the stream and riparian system. 

These are all amplified as the number of stream or drainage crossings and miles of trail 
disturbance are increased or routed closer to the riparian corridor. 
  

Effects on Water Quality 

Primarily road or trail related impacts to water quality are related to stream sedimentation and 
stream impacts at crossings.  Secondary water quality effects of sedimentation can include 
channel braiding and bar formation, destabilization of stream channel and banks, increased 
channel widths that may lead to increased temperatures and decreased DO.  Stream crossings 
tend to create shallow & wide stream channels at crossings, remove overhanging/stabilizing 
vegetation, both of which contribute to increased temperature and dissolved oxygen.  Macro-
invertebrate communities could shift from diverse community to a community dominated by less 
diversity and sediment-tolerant taxa that occupy polluted waters (Clover 2006). 
 

4.2 Effects of the Alternatives on Soil and Water Resources by Alternative 

This section quantifies water resources by alternative and discusses the implications of the 
proposed activities by alternative.  Indicators used to compare alternatives for water resources 
include 1) # of stream crossings, 2) miles of stream within a 50’ buffer (floodplain) of a stream, 
3) Acres in or adjacent to riparian-wetland areas, and 4) other specific components of the 
alternatives that may influence the degree impact to water resources.   Indicators used to 
compare alternatives for soil resources include 1) Total Disturbance, 2) miles of trail classified 
by Soil Interpretations, and 3) Trail Prism erosion and stream sedimentation (WEPP:Road 
model results).   The effects discussion will be organized by alternative under the following 
headings – Environmental Effects on Soil Resources, Environmental Effects to Water 
Resources. 
 

This analysis is based on the assumption that soils, streams, riparian areas & wetlands, and 
waterbodies within the analysis area are subject to the trail-related impacts listed in 4.1 General 
Effects section.  
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Comparison of indicators for Existing Conditions and Alternatives 

The following table describes and compares riparian and wetland related total disturbance for 
the existing conditions and each of the four alternatives.  This information in this table is referred 
to in subsequent analysis by alternative. 

 

Total Disturbance (acres) to Riparian-Wetlandand Floodplain Resources for Existing 
Conditions and Alternatives –  

  Riparian-Wetland and Floodplain Disturbance 

Existing Conditions 
& Alternatives 

Total Acres 
Riparian & 
Wetland 

Disturbance  
(acres) 

% Existing 
Conditions 

Total Acres 
Floodplain 

Disturbance  
% Existing 
Conditions 

# of 
Stream/ 
Drainage 
Crossings 

% Existing 
Conditions 

Existing Conditions 0.91 100% 0.85 100% 16 100% 

Alternative A 0.87 96% 1.06 125% 13 81% 

Alternative B 0.88 97% 1.05 124% 13 81% 

Alternative C 0.67 74% 0.85 101% 13 81% 

Alternative D 0.03 4% 0.47 56% 1 0% 

* assumes 18" wide pedestrian, 65" wide ATV and 14' wide full size vehicle 

 

Monticello Land and Resource Management Plan (MT LRMP) includes stipulations for management of 
resources.  RIP-5 pertains to protection of riparian and floodplain resources.  It states “No new surface-
disturbing activities are allowed within active floodplains or within 100 meters of riparian areas unless it 
can be shown that: a) there are no practical alternatives, or b) all long-term impacts can be fully mitigated, 

or c) the activity would benefit and enhance the riparian area.”  This information will be referred to in 
subsequent analysis by alternative. 

 

Monticello RMP RIP-5 Stipulation -- Miles of Road/Trail 
within 100m of Riparian Buffer 

Existing Conditions 
& Alternatives 

Miles 
Below 

Canyon 
Rim 

Miles 
above 

Canyon 
Rim 

Total Miles 
within 100 M 

Riparian Buffer 

Existing Conditions 4.77 1.32 6.09 

Alternative A 4.73 1.03 4.74 

Alternative B 4.78 1.03 5.81 

Alternative C 4.87 1.07 5.94 

Alternative D 0.00 1.07 1.07 
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The following table describes and compares soil resource related disturbance for the existing 
conditions and each of the four alternatives.  This information will be referred to in subsequent 
analysis by alternative. 

 

Total Disturbance (acres) to Soil for Existing Conditions and Alternatives –  

    Soil Disturbance 

Existing 
Conditions & 
Alternatives 

Total Miles 
of Trail 

Total 
Road/Trail 

related 
Disturbance 

(acres)* 
% Existing 
Conditions 

Trailhead 
related 

Disturbance 
(acres) 

Total Soil 
Disturbance 
(combined) 

% Existing 
Conditions 

Existing 
Conditions 

12.40 12.31 100% 0.00 12.31 100% 

Alternative A 11.67 10.16 83% 0.89 11.05 90% 

Alternative B 11.63 10.05 82% 0.89 10.94 89% 

Alternative C 13.74 8.46 69% 1.66 10.12 82% 

Alternative D 7.48 5.50 45% 1.66 7.16 58% 

* assumes 18" wide pedestrian, 65" wide ATV and 14' wide full size vehicle 

The following table describes and compares modeled trail-related erosion and sediment delivery 
to streams for the existing conditions and each of the four alternatives.  Use levels for the 
existing conditions were modeled as low, since the existing modeled trail segments are currently 
closed to ATV traffic.  For each of the alternatives, traffic rates for motorized trails were modeled 
at both low and high levels for comparison and due to the fact that anticipated traffic on the 
constructed trail is unknown at this time.  This approach gives a low and high value for modeled 
road/trail related erosion and stream sedimentation for segments below Recapture Canyon 
Rims.  This information in the table below will be referred to in subsequent analysis by 
alternative. 
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WEPP Road - Sediment Modeling Results for Existing Conditions and Alternatives – Trail 
Segments below Recapture Canyon Rim 

Existing 
Conditions & 
Alternatives Traffic Level 

Sediment Leaving Road & Buffer 
Distance between Road & 

Drainage 

Cubic Yards 
Annual 

Sediment  

% Existing 
Condition 

Sedimentation 

Existing 
Conditions 

Low Traffic 

Road Prism Erosion 8.3 -- 

Sediment leaving Buffer 2.4 -- 

Alternative A 

Low Traffic 

Road Prism Erosion 8.5 102% 

Sediment leaving Buffer 2.4 102% 

High Traffic 

Road Prism Erosion 31.6 380% 

Sediment leaving Buffer 6.7 281% 

Alternative B 

Low Traffic 

Road Prism Erosion 4.5 54% 

Sediment leaving Buffer 1.6 68% 

High Traffic 

Road Prism Erosion 17.0 204% 

Sediment leaving Buffer 4.8 205% 

Alternative C 

Low Traffic 

Road Prism Erosion 5.0 60% 

Sediment leaving Buffer 2.0 84% 

High Traffic 

Road Prism Erosion 13.6 163% 

Sediment leaving Buffer 4.3 181% 

Alternative D** 

Low Traffic 

Road Prism Erosion 
-- -- 

Sediment leaving Buffer 
-- -- 

High Traffic 

Road Prism Erosion 
-- -- 

Sediment leaving Buffer 
-- -- 

 

** Under Alternative D, no trail construction is proposed below Recapture Canyon 
Rims. Consequently, no modeling was completed for this alternative.  Further 
description of impacts of this alternative are discussed in Section 4.5. 
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4.2.1 Alternative A 

4.2.1.1 Environmental Impacts to Water Resources 

Implementation of this alternative would initiate establishment of ~11.7 miles of authorized ATV 
trail in the analysis area.   This system would include approximately 3.83 miles of existing road, 
5.46 miles of existing trail that would be adopted, 2.37 miles of new trail construction.  The 
proposed trails would include 13 stream or drainage crossings, 0.73 miles (0.87 acres) of direct 
disturbance to riparian & wetland areas, and 0.86 miles (~1.06 acres) of floodplain.  
Implementation of this alternative would include approximately 4.74 miles of trail within 100 
meters of Recapture Creek (MT RMP RIP-5).  

Alternative A - Stream, Riparian, and Wetland Resources  

 Below Rim Trail/Road & Riparian-Floodplain 
Relationship Above Rim 

Total Miles 
for 

Alternative   
Total Miles 

Miles w/in 50' 
Stream Buffer 

Miles in/ 
adjacent  to 
Riparian * 

Total 
Miles 

Miles w/in 
50' Stream 

Buffer 

Miles in/ 
adjacent  to 
Riparian * 

Existing Road 1.56 0.22 0.37 2.28 0.25 0 3.84 

Existing Trail 2.29 0.22 0.25 3.17 0.04 0.03 5.46 

New 
Trail/Reroute 1.41 0.09 0.09 0.96 0.04 0 2.37 

Total Miles 5.26 0.53 0.71 6.41 0.33 0.03 11.67 

* for analysis, adjacent to riparian =  within 10 foot buffer. 

 
 

Overall, this alternative is comparable to existing conditions for water resource indicators, with 
the exception of additional floodplain disturbance from the proposed trail alignment.  For this 
alternative, modeled projections for annual trail generated sedimentation to stream and riparian 
resources for  trail segments below Recapture Rim range from  ~2.4-6.7 cubic yards of stream 
sedimentation annually – or 102-281% the rate of existing conditions (depending on traffic 
levels).   Consequently, it is anticipated that these projected increases in sediment would 
correspond directly to degradation of stream and riparian resources as described in the general 
effects section. 

4.2.1.2 Environmental Impacts to Soil Resources 

The proposed trail system would include 10.16 acres (11.67 miles) of trail-related disturbance 
and 0.89 acres of trailhead-related disturbance, totaling 11.05 acres or 90% of existing 
disturbance. 

Soil Interpretations used to classify the proposed trail alignment are discussed below.  The 
interpretations are further defined in the Methods Section and the project record.  Under this 
alternative, ~ 11.96 miles of OHV trail system would be established.  The Table below describes 
trail miles by soil interpretations.  The interpretations are further discussed in the subsequent 
sections. 
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Alternative A Soil Rating by Proposed Road/Trail Miles & Percent Total Trail Miles 

Soil Rutting  Eros Hazard -Road/Trail Natural Road Surface Suitability 

Slight 0.72 6.0% Moderate 2.66 22.2% Poor 1.55 13.0% 

Moderate 5.72 47.8% Severe 5.86 49.0% Moderate 7.94 66.4% 

Severe 2.08 17.4% UnRated 3.45 28.8% UnRated 2.47 20.6% 

UnRated 3.45 28.8%   

 

  

  

  

  11.96 100%   11.96 100%   11.96 100% 

 

Some of the interpretations were not completed for Soil Survey #639.  Specifically, Map Unit 
SdE in this survey includes all of the soils within Recapture Canyon (below the rims) for the 
southern half of the canyon.   However, Map Unit # 47 in survey UT 638 is located both 
immediately up-canyon and down-canyon of this soil unit.   Due to similar landform, parent 
materials, and soil textures between the map units in the two surveys, it is assumed that Map 
Unit SdE of NRCS Survey #639 would be rated similarly to Soil Map Unit 47 in Survey 638 for 
the interpretations evaluated.   The NRCS Report in the project record further describes the 
distribution of this interpretation by rating. 
 

Soil Rutting Risk.   

Of the proposed trails, approximately 7.80 miles (65%) are classified as moderate to severe soil 
rutting hazard.   This interpretation was not completed for Soil Survey #639.  Approximately 2.51 
miles of the proposed trail are located on SdE.  Including SdE would equate to approximately 
10.27 of the 11.96 (~86%) of the proposed trails to be moderate to severe soil rutting risk.  

Erosion Hazard for Roads & Trails.   

Of the proposed trails, approximately 8.51 miles (71%) are classified as moderate to severe for 
Road and Trail Erosion risk.   This interpretation was not completed for Soil Survey #639. 
Approximately 2.51 miles of the proposed trail are located on SdE.  Including SdE would equate 
to approximately 10.98 of the 11.96 (~92%) of the proposed trails to be moderate to severe 
Erosion Hazard for Roads & Trails. 
 

Suitability for Roads (Natural Surface).  

Of the proposed trails, approximately 10.27 of the 11.96 (~86%) are classified as moderate to 
severe for natural road surface suitability.  This interpretation was not completed for Soil Survey 
#639.   Approximately 2.47 miles of the proposed trail are located on SdE.  Including SdE would 
equate to virtually all (100%) of the proposed trails to be poor to moderate Suitability for Roads 
(Natural Surface). 
 

Summary of Soil Interpretations 

The proposed 11.96 miles of trails includes ~ 10.27 (~86%) miles of native surface trail where 
Soil Rutting Risk is moderate to severe – where due to soil conditions, ruts form readily.  The 
Erosion Hazard for Roads/Trails is moderate to severe for 10.98 (~92%) of trail is classified as 
moderate to severe.  This rating represents soils where substantial erosion is expected, that the 
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trails require frequent maintenance, and that costly erosion-control measures are needed.  
Approximately 100% of the proposed trail is poor to moderately suited for natural surface road. 

WEPP:Road Sediment and Erosion Modeling 

WEPP: Road sediment modeling projected that the proposed trail system would produce 
between 8.5 (low traffic) and 31.6 (high traffic) cubic yards of trail prism erosion per year – or a 
102-380% of sediment produced with existing conditions.  Modeled results also projected 2.4 to 
6.7 cubic yards of sediment entering Recapture Creek and tributaries – or a 100-281% increase 
in stream sedimentation produced by the existing conditions. 

 

4.3.1 Alternative B 

4.3.1.1 Environmental Impacts to Water Resources 

Implementation of this alternative would initiate establishment of ~11.6 miles of authorized ATV 
trail in the analysis area.   This system would include approximately 3.85 miles of existing road, 
5.27 miles of existing trail that would be adopted, 2.51 miles of new trail construction.  The 
proposed trails would include 13 stream crossings, 0.75 miles (0.88 acres) of direct disturbance 
to riparian & wetland areas, and 0.75 miles (~1.05 acres) of floodplain.  Implementation of this 
alternative would include approximately 5.81 miles of trail within 100 meters of stream (MT RMP 
RIP-5).   Of these, 4.78 are within the buffer of Recapture Creek.  

 

Alternative B - Stream, Riparian, and Wetland Resources  

 Below Rim Trail/Road & Riparian-Floodplain 
Relationship Above Rim 

Total Miles 
for 

Alternative   
Total Miles 

Miles w/in 50' 
Stream Buffer 

Miles in/ 
adjacent  to 
Riparian * 

Total 
Miles 

Miles w/in 
50' Stream 

Buffer 

Miles in/ 
adjacent  to 
Riparian * 

Existing Road 1.57 0.22 0.37 2.28 0.25 0 3.85 

Existing Trail 2.23 0.21 0.24 3.04 0.03 0.03 5.27 

New 
Trail/Reroute 1.55 0.10 0.11 0.96 0.04 0 2.51 

Total Miles 5.35 0.53 0.72 6.28 0.32 0.03 11.63 

* for analysis, adjacent to riparian =  within 10 foot buffer. 

  

Overall, this alternative is comparable to existing conditions for water resource indicators, with 
the exception of fewer stream or drainage crossings and increased floodplain disturbance from 
the proposed trail alignment For this alternative, modeled projections for annual trail generated 
sedimentation to stream and riparian resources for  trail segments below Recapture Rim range 
from  ~1.6-4.8 cubic yards of stream sedimentation annually – or 68-205% the rate of existing 
conditions (depending on traffic levels).   Consequently, it is anticipated that projected increases 
in sediment would correspond directly to degradation of stream and riparian resources as 
described in the general effects section. 
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 4.3.1.2 Environmental Impacts to Soil Resources 

The proposed trail system would include 10.05 acres (11.63 miles) of trail-related disturbance 
and 0.89 acres of trailhead-related disturbance, totaling 10.94 acres or 89% of existing 
disturbance.   Soil Interpretations used to classify the proposed trail alignment are discussed 
below.  The interpretations are further defined in the Methods Section and the project record.  
Under this alternative, ~ 11.63 miles of OHV trail system would be established.  The Table 
below describes trail miles by soil interpretations.  The interpretations are further discussed in 
the subsequent sections. 

 

Alternative B Soil Rating by Proposed Road/Trail Miles & Percent Total Trail Miles 

Soil Rutting Eros Hazard -Road/Trail Natural Road Surface Suitability 

Slight 0.72 6.2% Moderate 2.37 20.3% Poor 1.55 13.4% 

Moderate 5.62 48.3% Severe 5.76 49.5% Moderate 7.55 64.9% 

Severe 1.79 15.4% UnRated 3.51 30.2% UnRated 2.53 21.7% 

UnRated 3.51 30.2%   

 

  

  

  

  11.63 100%   11.63 100%   11.63 100% 

Some of the interpretations were not completed for Soil Survey #639.  Specifically, Map Unit 
SdE in this survey includes all of the soils within Recapture Canyon (below the rims) for the 
southern half of the canyon.   However, Map Unit # 47 in survey UT 638 is located both 
immediately up-canyon and down-canyon of this soil unit.   Due to similar landform, parent 
materials, and soil textures between the map units in the two surveys, it is assumed that Map 
Unit SdE of NRCS Survey #639 would be rated similarly to Soil Map Unit 47 in Survey 638 for 
the interpretations evaluated.   The NRCS Report in the project record further describes the 
distribution of this interpretation by rating. 

Soil Rutting Risk.   

Of the proposed trails, approximately 7.41 miles (64%) are classified as moderate to severe soil 
rutting hazard.   This interpretation was not completed for Soil Survey #639.  Approximately 2.53 
miles of the proposed trail are located on SdE.  Including SdE would equate to approximately 
9.94 of the 11.63 (~85%) of the proposed trails to be moderate to severe soil rutting risk. 

Erosion Hazard for Roads & Trails.   

Of the proposed trails, approximately 8.12 miles (70%) are classified as moderate to severe for 
Road and Trail Erosion risk.   This interpretation was not completed for Soil Survey #639.  
Approximately 2.53 miles of the proposed trail are located on SdE.  Including SdE would equate 
to approximately 10.65 of the 11.63 (~92%) of the proposed trails to be moderate to severe 
Erosion Hazard for Roads & Trails. 

Suitability for Roads (Natural Surface).  

Of the proposed trails, approximately 9.10 of the 11.63 (~78%) are classified as moderate to 
severe for natural road surface suitability.   This interpretation was not completed for Soil Survey 
#639.  Approximately 2.53 miles of the proposed trail are located on SdE.  Including SdE would 
equate to virtually all (100%) of the proposed trails to be poor to moderate Suitability for Roads 
(Natural Surface). 
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Summary of Soil Interpretations 

The proposed 11.63 miles of trails includes ~ 9.94 (~85%) miles of native surface trail where 
Soil Rutting Risk is moderate to severe – where due to soil conditions, ruts form readily.  The 
Erosion Hazard for Roads/Trails is moderate to severe for 10.65 (~92%) of trail is classified as 
moderate to severe.  This rating represents soils where substantial erosion is expected, that the 
trails require frequent maintenance, and that costly erosion-control measures are needed.  
Approximately 100% of the proposed trail is poor to moderately suited for natural surface road. 

WEPP:Road Sediment and Erosion Modeling 

WEPP: Road sediment modeling projected that the proposed trail system would produce 
between 4.5 (low traffic) and 17.0 (high traffic) cubic yards of trail prism erosion per year – or 
54-204% of sediment produced with existing conditions.  Modeled results also projected 1.6-4.8 
cubic yards of sediment entering Recapture Creek and tributaries – this equates to 68-205% 
increase of sediment produced by existing conditions. 

4.4 Alternative C 

4.4.1.1 Environmental Impacts to Water Resources 

Implementation of this alternative would initiate establishment of ~13.73 miles of authorized 
ATV trail in the analysis area.   This system would include approximately 2.76 miles of existing 
road, 8.34 miles of existing trail that would be adopted, 2.63 miles of new trail construction.  The 
proposed trails would include 13 stream or drainage crossings, 0.78 miles (0.67 acres) of direct 
disturbance to riparian & wetland areas, and 0.34 miles (~0.85 acres) of floodplain.  
Implementation of this alternative would include approximately 5.94 miles of trail within 100 
meters of stream (MT RMP RIP-5).   Of these, 4.87 miles are within the buffer of Recapture 
Creek. 
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Alternative C - Stream, Riparian, and Wetland Resources  

 Below Rim Trail/Road & Riparian-Floodplain Relationship Above Rim 

Total Miles 
for 

Alternative   

Total 
Miles 

Miles w/in 50' 
Stream Buffer 

Miles in/ 
adjacent  to 
Riparian * 

Total 
Miles 

Miles w/in 
50' Stream 

Buffer 

Miles in/ 
adjacent  to 
Riparian * 

Existing Road 1.55 0.25 0.15 1.21 0.01 0 2.76 

Existing Trail 2.68 0.19 0.47 5.66 0.29 0.05 8.34 

New 
Trail/Reroute 1.56 0.10 0.11 1.07 0.04 0 2.63 

Total Miles 5.79 0.54 0.73 7.94 0.34 0.05 13.73 

* for analysis, adjacent to riparian =  within 10 foot buffer. 

 Overall, this alternative is comparable to existing conditions for water resource indicators, with 
the exception of fewer stream or drainage crossings and increased floodplain disturbance from 
the proposed trail alignment.  For this alternative, modeled projections for annual trail generated 
sedimentation to stream and riparian resources for  trail segments below Recapture Rim range 
from  ~2.0-4.3 cubic yards of stream sedimentation annually – or 84-181% the rate of existing 
conditions (depending on traffic levels). This is mostly due to decreased trail prism size and 
conversion of traffic use on trails below Recapture Rim to non-motorized uses.  Consequently, it 
is anticipated that projected decreases in sediment would correspond directly to improvement of 
stream and riparian resources, with minor levels of impact as described in the general effects 
section. 

4.4.1.2 Environmental Impacts to Soil Resources 

The proposed trail system would include 8.46 acres (13.75 miles) of trail-related disturbance 
and 1.66 acres of trailhead-related disturbance, totaling 10.12 acres or 82% of existing 
disturbance.   Soil Interpretations used to classify the proposed trail alignment are discussed 
below.  The interpretations are further defined in the Methods Section and the project record.  
Under this alternative, ~ 13.75 miles of OHV trail system would be established.  The Table 
below describes trail miles by soil interpretations.  The interpretations are further discussed in 
the subsequent sections. 
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Alternative C Soil Rating by Proposed Road/Trail Miles & Percent Total Trail Miles 

Soil Rutting  Eros Hazard -Road/Trail Natural Road Surface Suitability 

Slight 0.75 5.5% Moderate 2.76 20.1% Poor 2.00 14.6% 

Moderate 6.93 50.4% Severe 7.49 54.4% Moderate 9.22 67.1% 

Severe 2.56 18.6% UnRated 3.51 25.5% UnRated 2.53 18.4% 

UnRated 3.51 25.5%   

 

  

  

  

  13.75 100%   13.75 100%   13.75 100% 

 

Some of the interpretations were not completed for Soil Survey #639.  Specifically, Map Unit 
SdE in this survey includes all of the soils within Recapture Canyon (below the rims) for the 
southern half of the canyon.   However, Map Unit # 47 in survey UT 638 is located both 
immediately up-canyon and down-canyon of this soil unit.   Due to similar landform, parent 
materials, and soil textures between the map units in the two surveys, it is assumed that Map 
Unit SdE of NRCS Survey #639 would be rated similarly to Soil Map Unit 47 in Survey 638 for 
the interpretations evaluated.   The NRCS Report in the project record further describes the 
distribution of this interpretation by rating. 
 

Soil Rutting Risk.   

Of the proposed trails, approximately 9.49 miles (69%) are classified as moderate to severe soil 
rutting hazard.   This interpretation was not completed for Soil Survey #639.  Approximately 2.53 
miles of the proposed trail are located on SdE.  Including SdE would equate to approximately 
12.00 of the 13.75 miles (~87%) of the proposed trails to be moderate to severe soil rutting risk. 
Erosion Hazard for Roads & Trails.   

Of the proposed trails, approximately 10.25 miles (75%) are classified as moderate to severe for 
Road and Trail Erosion risk.   This interpretation was not completed for Soil Survey #639. 
Approximately 2.53 miles of the proposed trail are located on SdE.  Including SdE would equate 
to approximately 12.8 of the 13.75 (~93%) of the proposed trails to be moderate to severe 
Erosion Hazard for Roads & Trails. 

Suitability for Roads (Natural Surface).  

Of the proposed trails, approximately 11.23 of the 13.75 (~81.6%) are classified as moderate to 
severe for natural surface road suitability.   This interpretation was not completed for Soil Survey 
#639.  Approximately 2.53 miles of the proposed trail are located on SdE.   Including SdE would 
equate to virtually all (100%) of the proposed trails to be poor to moderate Suitability for Roads 
(Natural Surface).  
 

Summary of Soil Interpretations 

The proposed 13.75 miles of trails includes ~ 12.00 (~87%) miles of native surface trail where 
Soil Rutting Risk is moderate to severe – where due to soil conditions, ruts form readily.  The 
Erosion Hazard for Roads/Trails is moderate to severe for 12.78 (~93%) of trail is classified as 
moderate to severe.  This rating represents soils where substantial erosion is expected, that the 
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trails require frequent maintenance, and that costly erosion-control measures are needed.  
Approximately 100% of the proposed trail is poor to moderately suited for natural surface road. 

 

 WEPP:Road Sediment and Erosion Modeling 

WEPP:Road sediment modeling projected that modeled trail segments would produce between 
5.0 (low traffic) and 13.6 (high traffic) cubic yards of trail prism erosion per year – or a 60-163% 
of sediment produced by existing conditions.   Modeled results also projected ~2.0-4.3 cubic 
yards of sediment entering Recapture Creek and tributaries – or approximately 84-181% of 
sediment produced from existing conditions. 

4.5 Alternative D 

4.5.1.1 Environmental Impacts to Water Resources 

Implementation of this alternative would initiate establishment of ~7.5 miles of authorized ATV 
trail in the analysis area.  This system would be located mostly above the canyon rims and 
include approximately 1.2 miles of existing road, 5.19 miles of existing trail that would be 
adopted, 1.07 miles of new trail construction.  The proposed trails would include 1 stream 
crossing at Lem’s Draw, 0.05 acres of direct disturbance to riparian & wetland areas, and 0.34 
miles (~0.47 acres) of trail within the floodplain.  Implementation of this alternative would include 
approximately 1.07 miles of trail within 100 meters of Lem’s Draw and Recapture Creek (MT 
RMP RIP-5).  

 

Alternative D - Stream, Riparian, and Wetland Resources  

 Below Rim Trail/Road & Riparian-Floodplain Relationship Above Rim 

Total Miles 
for 

Alternative   

Total 
Miles 

Miles w/in 50' 
Stream Buffer 

Miles in/ 
adjacent  to 
Riparian * 

Total 
Miles 

Miles w/in 
50' Stream 

Buffer 

Miles in/ 
adjacent  to 
Riparian * 

Existing Road 0 0.01 0.00 1.2 0.01 0 1.2 

Existing Trail 0 0.29 0.00 5.19 0.3 0.05 5.19 

New 
Trail/Reroute 0.02 0.04 0.00 1.05 0.03 0 1.07 

Total Miles 0.02 0.34 0.00 7.44 0.07 0.05 7.46 

* for analysis, adjacent to riparian =  within 10 foot buffer. 

  

Overall, this alternative would be substantially less impactive to stream, floodplain, and riparian 
resources than the other alternatives by not establishing a trail in Recapture Canyon.  Excluding 
& reclaiming the existing trail in the canyon would reduce the # of stream crossings to 1 at 
Lem’s Draw, disturbance of riparian (0.29 acres compared to 0.88-0.91 acres), and miles of trail 
within the stream/floodplain buffers.  For Monticello RMP Rip-5, this alternative includes 1.07 
miles within the 100m buffer, a decrease from 6.09-4.74 miles from the other alternatives & 
existing conditions.  
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Modeling of sediment and erosion impact was only completed on proposed trails below 
Recapture Canyon Rims.  Since this alternative would not authorize trail segments below the 
canyon rims and unstable or actively eroding trail segments would be reclaimed as described in 
the design features earlier in this document (Sec 2.2.1 and in the following paragraph), it is 
expected that stream erosion rates would be somewhere between natural conditions and 
erosion rates for the existing conditions. 

Unstable segments of the unauthorized trail within Recapture Canyon would be re-contoured, 
stabilized, and re-vegetated.  Obliterating, stabilizing, and revegetating these trail segments 
would reduce trail related erosion and stream sedimentation associated with existing conditions 
to at or near natural rates.  The direct and indirect impacts as described Section 4.1 General 
Impacts of OHV Trails on Hydrology, Soils & Hillslope/Geomorphic Processes  to stream, 
riparian, and floodplain resources would be minimized as the trail-related disturbance is 
stabilized and rehabilitated.   Consequently, it is anticipated that projected decreases in 
sediment would correspond directly to improvement of stream and riparian resources, with 
minor levels of impact as described in the general effects section. 

 4.5.1.2 Environmental Impacts to Soil Resources 

The proposed trail system would include 5.5 acres (7.48 miles) and ~1.66 acres of trailhead 
disturbance, totaling 7.16 acres or 58% of existing disturbance.  Soil Interpretations used to 
classify the proposed trail alignment are discussed below.  The interpretations are further 
defined in the Methods Section and the project record.  Under this alternative, ~ 7.48 miles of 
OHV trail system would be established.  The Table below describes trail miles by soil 
interpretations.  The interpretations are further discussed in the subsequent sections. 

 

Alternative D Soil Rating by Road/Trail Miles & Percent 

Soil Rutting Eros Hazard -Road/Trail Natural Road Surface Suitability 

Slight 0.67 9.0% Moderate 2.68 35.8% Poor 1.37 18.3% 

Moderate 3.55 47.4% Severe 3.55 47.4% Moderate 5.84 78.1% 

Severe 2.01 26.9% UnRated 1.25 16.7% UnRated 0.27 3.6% 

UnRated 1.25 16.7%   

 

  

  

  

  7.48 100%   7.48 100%   7.48 100% 

Some of the interpretations were not completed for Soil Survey #639.  Specifically, Map Unit 
SdE in this survey includes all of the soils within Recapture Canyon (below the rims) for the 
southern half of the canyon.   However, Map Unit # 47 in survey UT 638 is located both 
immediately up-canyon and down-canyon of this soil unit.   Due to similar landform, parent 
materials, and soil textures between the map units in the two surveys, it is assumed that Map 
Unit SdE of NRCS Survey #639 would be rated similarly to Soil Map Unit 47 in Survey 638 for 
the interpretations evaluated. The NRCS Report in the project record further describes the 
distribution of this interpretation by rating. 
 

Soil Rutting Risk.   

Of the proposed trails, approximately 5.56 miles (74%) are classified as moderate to severe soil 
rutting hazard.   Approximately 0.23 miles of the proposed trail are located on SdE.  Including 
SdE would equate to approximately of the 5.79 (~77%) of the proposed trails to be moderate to 
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severe soil rutting risk.   The NRCS Report in the project record further describes the distribution 
of this interpretation by rating. 
 

Erosion Hazard for Roads & Trails.   

Of the proposed trails, approximately 6.23 miles (83%) are classified as moderate to severe for 
Road and Trail Erosion risk.   Approximately 0.23 miles of the proposed trail are located on SdE.  
Including SdE would equate to approximately 6.5 (~86%) of the proposed trails to be moderate 
to severe Erosion Hazard for Roads & Trails. 

Suitability for Roads (Natural Surface).  

Of the proposed trails, approximately 7.21 (~96%) are classified as moderate to severe for 
natural surface road suitability.   Approximately 0.23 miles of the proposed trail are located on 
SdE.  Including SdE would equate to virtually all (100%) of the proposed trails to be poor to 
moderate Suitability for Roads (Natural Surface). 
 

Summary of Soil Interpretations 

The proposed 7.48 miles of trails includes ~ 5.79 (~77%) miles of native surface trail where Soil 
Rutting Risk is moderate to severe – where due to soil conditions, ruts form readily.  The 
Erosion Hazard for Roads/Trails is moderate to severe for 6.5 (~86%) of trail is classified as 
moderate to severe.  This rating represents soils where substantial erosion is expected, that the 
trails require frequent maintenance, and that costly erosion-control measures are needed.  
Approximately 100% of the proposed trail is poor to moderately suited for natural surface road.   

WEPP:Road Sediment and Erosion Modeling  

Since this alternative would not authorize trail segments below the canyon rims and unstable or 
actively eroding trail segments would be reclaimed as described in the design features earlier in 
this document, it is expected that stream erosion rates would be somewhere between natural 
conditions and erosion rates for the existing conditions (estimated 8.3 cubic yards of road prism 
erosion and ~ 2.4 cubic yards of sediment leaving road buffer to stream). 
 

4.6 Alternative E – No Action Alternative 

Currently, the existing trails include approximately 4.68 miles of existing road, 6.55 miles of 
existing trail.  The proposed trails would include 29 stream or drainage crossings, 0.76 miles 
(0.91 acres) of direct disturbance to riparian & wetland areas, and 0.80 miles (~0.85 acres) of 
floodplain.  The current trails include approximately 4.77 miles of trail within 100 meters of 
Recapture Creek (MT RMP RIP-5). 

Under the No Action Alternative, no OHV trails would be authorized.  The existing trails both 
above and below the Recapture Rim would be re-contoured, stabilized, and re-vegetated.   The 
Pipeline Road that extends from the Reservoir downstream for ~ 3 miles would remain intact, 
but limited to travel associated with pipeline maintenance and BLM administrative access.   The 
Pacheco and Blanding-to-Bulldog ATV trail authorized by BLM in 2014 would be the only trail in 
the analysis area open to ATV travel. 

 

4.6.1 Environmental Impacts to Soil and Water Resources 
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Obliterating, stabilizing, and revegetating the unstable segments of the unauthorized trails would 
reduce trail related erosion and stream sedimentation associated with existing conditions to at 
or near natural rates –a reduction of  upland erosion (trail prism erosion) by ~8.3 cubic yards per 
year and stream sedimentation by ~2.4 cubic yards per year.   The direct and indirect impacts 
as described Section 4.1 General Impacts of OHV Trails on Hydrology, Soils & 
Hillslope/Geomorphic Processes  to stream, riparian, and floodplain resources would be 
minimized as the trail-related disturbance is stabilized and rehabilitated. 
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Comment 

Number (s) 

Category Comment Response Change in 

EA? 

1-1 CR The BLM has a 

responsibility to protect 

cultural resources that are 

eligible for the NRHP from 

both direct and indirect 

effects 

The BLM takes its responsibility to 

protect cultural resources 

seriously.  The EA includes an 

analysis of direct, indirect, and 

cumulative impacts, and mesaures 

to avoid, minimize and mitigate any 

effects. 

  

1-2 Other The Utah Rock Art 

Research Assoc. would like 

to be a Consulting Party for 

this project and to be 

involved in any assessment 

of visitor impact 

The BLM thanks you for your offer. 

The current role of Consulting 

Parties is complete per the 

Programmatic Agreement but 

additional work for monitoring may 

exist should the project be 

implemented with a ROW issued to 

the County.   

  

4-1, 5-1, 9-1, 9-2, 

13-2, 857-1, 860-

1, 862-1, 864-2, 

867-1, 869-1, 892-

1, 898-2, 918-1, 

926-1, 928-1, 930-

2, 939-1 

CR Stabilize and restore all 

archeological sites impacts 

by the 2005 constructed 

trail 

This is stated in the EA but 

language clarifying this will be 

added to the EA. 

Yes 

4-2, 9-10, 13-3, 

926-3, 939-5 

REC Designate a hiking trail 

through Recapture Canyon 

with minimal amenities 

Hiking would be allowed along the 

segments under all alternatives. 

  

4-3, 5-2, 9-3, 857-

2, 860-2, 864-1, 

876-1, 892-2, 898-

3, 918-2, 926-2, 

928-2, 935-1, 939-

2 

ACC Do not allow any public 

motorized vehicle use 

below the rim or in the 

canyon bottom 

Disallowing motorized use below 

the rim and in the canyon bottom is 

covered under Alternatives D, E, 

and F. 

  

4-4, 5-3, 9-9, 939-

4 

ACC Designate motorized route 

above the rim only 

Motorized use above the rim only 

is covered under Alternative D. 

  

4-5, 9-5, 9-4, 13-6, 

867-4, 926-4, 939-

6 

ACC Gate and lock segment 1 This is an option that can be 

considered if necessary to 

implement the selected alternative 

or address issues that arise. 
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Comment 

Number (s) 

Category Comment Response Change in 

EA? 

4-6, 9-6, 13-7, 

867-5, 898-4, 926-

5, 939-7 

ACC Close Segments 1 and 2 Except for needing to maintain 

access for pipeline maintenance, 

this is an option that can be 

considered if necessary to 

implement the selected alternative. 

  

4-7, 5-4, 7-17, 9-7, 

13-8, 857-3, 860-

3, 862-2, 863-1, 

864-3, 867-6, 869-

2, 876-2, 892-3, 

898-5, 918-3, 926-

6, 928-3, 930-1, 

939-8 

Manage-

ment 

Do not issue a ROW to San 

Juan County and retain all 

management and control 

within the BLM 

This option is already addressed in 

numerous alternatives. 

  

4-8, 5-5, 7-11, 9-

12, 13-4, 867-7, 

898-6, 926-7, 933-

2, 939-9 

REC Allow camping in the 

bottom of Recapture 

Canyon but designate 

campsites and don't allow 

campfires 

This is a management option that 

can be considered in the future to 

mitigate potential effects of 

recreation use in the canyon. 

Information regarding the 

allowance of campfires at the 

bottom of Recapture Canyon will 

be clarified to the EA. 

  

4-9, 7-10, 9-14, 

13-5, 867-8, 898-

1, 926-8, 939-10 

REC Limit group size 

(commercial and 

recreational) to 12 persons 

or atvs 

Group sizes for commercial 

motorized events/tours are limited 

to two groups of 12 people per day 

(EA, page 28). This is a 

management option that can be 

considered in the future to mitigate 

potential effects of recreation use 

in the canyon.  
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Comment 

Number (s) 

Category Comment Response Change in 

EA? 

5-6, 7-7, 9-15, 

853-6, 875-5, 878-

5, 883-5, 890-5, 

891-3, 899-5, 904-

5, 906-5, 913-5, 

915-5, 920-5, 921-

5 

Manage

ment 

The BLM has limited 

resources and should not 

be spending money or 

effort policing the area for 

illegal ATV use 

This is an on-going part of BLM 

management anywhere there is 

recreation use, not just at 

Recapture canyon.  With approval 

of at least two of the action 

alternatives, BLM and San Juan 

County would participate in 

monitoring and enforcement which 

would enhance the ability to 

control use on the proposed trail 

system.  BLM and the County 

would also solicit volunteers and 

partner with special interest 

groups to provide for full 

monitoring and enforcement.  

Information on proposed use of the 

trail system would be provided at 

the trailheads along with contact 

information for the public to use to 

report violations. 

  

6-1 CR How will the BLM mitigate 

adverse and cumulative 

effects?  Mitigation should 

begin before a ROW is 

issued to the County. 

The Council on Environmental 

Quality defined mitigation in its 

regulations at 40 CFR 1508.20 to 

include: avoiding impacts, 

minimizing impacts, rectifying 

impacts, reducing or eliminating 

impacts over time, and 

compensating for remaining 

unavoidable impacts.  Mitigation to 

avoid and or/minimize impacts 

have been incorporated into the all 

action alternatives through route 

design, and actions described in 

Appendix B - Route Evaluation 

Forms.  The analysis in Chapter 4 

incorporates these measures. 

  

6-2 CR How is the BLM going to 

minimize or mitigate any 

adverse effects on historic 

properties?  Neither the EA, 

PA, or Visitor Effects Study 

discuss what baseline 

information would be 

A Historic Properties Treatment 

Plan has been prepared and 

implemented.  This Plan would 

identify the nature of the effect to 

which each historic property is 

being subjected, and the treatment 

strategies proposed to avoid, 
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Comment 

Number (s) 

Category Comment Response Change in 

EA? 

gathered or what would 

trigger mitigation. 

minimize, or mitigate the adverse 

effects. 

6-3 CR Monitoring is not 

mitigation.  Mitigation must 

take place before sites are 

damaged, not just 

document the damage after 

the fact 

See response to comments 4-1 and 

6-1. 

  

6-4 CR The EA needs to be more 

specific as to what impacts 

require mitigation 

The EA includes mitigation for 

potential impacts to cultural 

resources (including 

implementation of the 

Programmatic Agreement), soils 

and riparian. 

  

6-5 CR The BLM cannot transfer it 

responsibility to protect 

cultural resources in the 

APE to the County per 

Section 8140.08 A of the 

BLM's Cultural Resource 

Management Manual.  Why 

does the document state 

that the County would be 

responsible (pg 25.) 

Section 8140.08 A refers to Section 

106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act and the 

requirements to assess the 

impacts of an action on cultural 

resources.  The BLM is in part 

fulfilling these responsibilities in 

this EA.  The PA (Appendix A), 

states that while the County may 

be responsible for monitoring the 

sites, the BLM retains the 

responsibility for protecting 

cultural resources. 

  

6-6 CR By ignoring possible 

impacts to the 117 sites not 

located near the proposed 

ROW, the BLM is not 

meeting the requirements 

of Section 106 or the BLM's 

Cultural Resource Manual.  

How does the BLM justify 

not addressing possible 

impacts to all of the cultural 

sites in the APE? 

The requirements state that the 

potential impacts to cultural 

resources need to be analyzed.  

Chapter 4 of the EA makes such an 

analysis.  The EA and the 

Programmatic Agreement 

developed in conjunction with the 

SHPO and ACHP determined which 

sites may require monitoring and 

stipulations to mitigate visitor use 

effects. 

  

6-7 CR Increased visitation to the 

APE may cause 

See response to comment 6-6.   
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Comment 

Number (s) 

Category Comment Response Change in 

EA? 

"deterioration" to all of the 

sites in the APE.  Why 

aren't sites away form the 

proposed ROW being 

"monitored"?  They are just 

as vulnerable as sites 

adjacent to the proposed 

ROW. 

7-1 CR Does not believe that the 

County will manage cultural 

resources as strictly as the 

BLM. 

BLM will retain the responsibility to 

manage the cultural resources. San 

Juan County would participate in 

monitoring, maintenance, and 

protection of resources depending 

on the alternaitve selected and if a 

ROW is issued.  Trail users, 

volunteers, and partnering special 

interest groups would also report 

to the BLM and County on the use 

and condition of the proposed trail 

system. 

  

7-2 CR Why doesn't the BLM 

nominate the canyon for 

inclusion into the National 

Register of Historic Places 

and close the area to 

motorized and non-

motorized use as contract 

archeologists suggested 

(pg 60). 

As noted in Chapter 3 and 

Appendix A, it has been suggested 

that the canyon's archeological 

resources could become a National 

Register Historic District.  In 

archeological districts, the primary 

factor to be considered is the effect 

of any disturbances on the 

information potential of the district 

as a whole.  Through the PA, the 

informational potential of the 

cultural sites in Recapture Canyon 

would be maintained if the 

proposed trail system is approved.  

Therefore, designation of 

Recapture Canyon as an 

archeological district could be 

proposed as a separate action with 

or without consideration of the 

proposed trail system. 

  

7-3 CR Will the BLM give 

appropriate consideration 

The BLM has consulted with the 

Hopi Tribe and other Tribes and 
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Comment 

Number (s) 

Category Comment Response Change in 

EA? 

to the Hopi Tribe's 

concerns about the illegal 

trail? 

will take into consideration their 

concerns before selecting an 

alternative. 

7-4 ACC Why does the BLM feel 

obligated to let the canyon 

bottom's resources be 

sacrificed to ATV use when 

users could see sites from 

the rim routes? 

Several alternatives include the 

option of no OHV use in the 

canyon bottoms. 

  

7-5 RIP Should close Brown's 

Canyon rather than 

construction in a canyon 

that supports springs, 

seeps, and riparian 

systems. 

Options of no construction in the 

unnamed drainage below what is 

referred to as Brown's Canyon 

Trailhead is addressed in the 

alternatives analyzed in the EA. 

  

7-6 SOIL The EA states that heavy 

OHV use can lead to 

unstable soils susceptible 

to wind and water erosions.  

Isn't this what happened in 

Arch Canyon making the 

trail undesirable to hikers 

due to deep sand? 

The setting, soils and floodplain 

are different in Arch Canyon than 

Recapture Canyon. The EA 

includes erosion control measures 

that are specifically designed to 

minimize these impacts (Appendix 

E, and throughout Chapter 2).    

  

7-8 WLF How will the BLM deal with 

timing conflicts between 

trail construction and 

sensitive periods for 

wildlife (deer and elk, 

raptors)? 

As stated in Section 2.2.4.2 of the 

EA, timing of any construction 

would occur in periods outside of 

deer/elk winter season and the 

raptor nesting period. 

  

7-9 CR IF the county's stated 

objective for applying for a 

ROW is to view 

archeological sites, why is 

the BLM allowing additional 

impacts and even 

"padding" sites to 

somehow meet this 

objective?  Is it not better 

to close the area rather 

than pad them? 

By padding the sites, the BLM is 

protecting parts of sites that are 

not typically what is sought out for 

viewing (i.e., no diagnostic 

structures.  Travel across the sites 

can be allowed after 

rehabilitation/mitigation and the 

sites can be protected from 

significant adverse impacts while 

still allowing visitors access to 

these areas. 
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Comment 

Number (s) 

Category Comment Response Change in 

EA? 

7-12 REC What safeguards will be in 

place to protect Moqui 

Island if you develop a loop 

trail and create an ATV 

lookout? 

The loop trail is only for hiking. 

Measures to protect Moqui Islands 

are described in Section 2.4.4 and 

involve the development of a 

Cultural Resources Project Plan. 

  

7-13 ALT Under Alternative C, why is 

there an unrequested trail 

in the bottom of Recapture 

Canyon that no one 

requested? 

This trail was requested as part of 

the ROW application and is 

included under Alternative C to 

allow for a wide range of 

Alternatives. 

  

7-14 CR Will the BLM archeologist 

be present to oversee the 

county's trailcat driver's 

work when he has "to go 

outside the 12-foot ROW in 

order to better position the 

trailcat to move boulders 

and other obstructions 

(Page 20-2.2.3)" 

A BLM or contract archaeologist 

will be present during 

construction.  A Class III survey 

has been completed in the area to 

locate any potential cultural sites. 

Heavy equipment operators would 

be instructed to remain outside of 

these areas unless performing 

cultural site mitigation or following 

site mitigation.  This will be made 

clear in the EA. 

Yes 

7-15 VEG Will commercial wood 

cutting be allowed in the 

canyon bottom using 

quadrunners pulling 

trailers? 

Commercial or woodcutting by 

permit would not be allowed in the 

canyon. This is clarified in the EA. 

  

7-16 WLF Will commercial trappers 

on ATVs be allowed to lay 

their traps along the trail?  

Has this been discussed 

with the state? 

The BLM does not have jurisdiction 

over trapping. The Utah Division of 

Wildlife Resources manages the 

program and the Wildlife Board has 

established the rule for taking 

furbearers. 

  

9-8, 13-1, 867-2, 

939-3 

ACC Segments 2 and 6 should 

be permanently closed to 

ATV use as they are below 

the rim and have unstable 

soils. 

Not allowing ATV use on Segment 

2 and 6 is considered on some 

alternatives. 
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Comment 

Number (s) 

Category Comment Response Change in 

EA? 

9-11, 867-3 ACC Stabilize and obliterate 

unauthorized and 

undesignated routes. 

This action is included in the 

action alternatives as described in 

Chapter 2 of the EA.  Additionally, 

the impacts from stabilizing and 

obliterating the closed routes are 

discussed in Chapter 4 of the EA. 

  

9-13 REC Camping above the rim 

should be consistent with 

the RMP. 

Recreational activities within the 

project area will be consistant with 

the Approved RMP for each of the 

"action" alternatives. 

  

11-1, 16-6 ACC Road closures proposed in 

the alternatives are not 

reasonable or within the 

BLM discretion as any 

closures would be a County 

function as owner of the 

road and should be 

removed from the 

alternatives. 

No road closures are proposed 

under any of the alternatives. 

Varying uses of certain segments 

under Alternatives D, E, and F are 

included in this EA in order to give 

a full spectrum of possible 

alternatives and their potential 

impacts to the environment. 

  

11-2, 20-1, 941-12 ACC The EA makes no mention 

of RS2477 roads 

The issue of RS2477 roads is 

beyond the scope of this EA. 

  

11-3 GRZ The response to scoping 

comments regarding 

grazing is incorrect.  

Instead of 20 cows and two 

horses, the Ivins and 

Guymon operations run 

approximately 100 and 400 

head of cattle and use atvs.  

Grazing has also been 

occurring in the area well 

before the settlement of 

Blanding. 

The EA was corrected to show that 

Bulldog Allotment is allocated for 

300 cows but conflicts between 

ATV users and livestock on the 

trail would be sporadic and 

minimal. 

Yes 

11-4 ACC The EA should mention that 

prior to the BLM's 2008 

RMP, San Juan County was 

considered open to 

motorized used, unless 

designated closed.  

Including Recapture 

This information will be added for 

this area. 

Yes 
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Comment 

Number (s) 

Category Comment Response Change in 

EA? 

Canyon. 

11-6, 14-2, 15-1, 

15-4, 16-1, 931-1, 

941-3 

ACC Access for the aged and 

infirm is an issue that is not 

specifically addressed in 

the EA. 

This was part of the rational for 

design of Alternative C including 

allowing full-size vehicles to travel 

to a canyon bottom trailhead.  

Information regarding the use of 

the area by senior citizens was 

included into the Recreation 

Section.  

Yes 

11-7 ALT Page 17, Table 2-1, Alt A.  

Clarify that widening (up to 

12 feet) would apply only to 

the northern mile or so of 

Segment 2. 

All permanent ATV trails will be 

authorized for widening (up to 12 

feet) including Segment 2. 

  

11-8 ALT Page 18, Section 2.2.1.2 

Segment 2 - The 

description of the trail 

ascending the west slope 

or rim of Recapture Canyon 

describes this location as 

Brown's Canyon.  The 

location is not in Brown's 

Canyon but in a tributary 

drainage of Recapture 

Canyon.  Other sections of 

the EA also refer to this 

section of Segment 2 as 

being in Browns Canyon.  

There is no trail segment in 

Browns Canyon.  Change 

this description. 

Corrections to the EA will be made 

as needed. 

Yes 

11-9 ALT Page 62, Section 3.3.4 - The 

EA should clarify the 

location of the blind curve 

and confirm that it is 

located on SJC Road B238, 

not Segment 5 of the 

proposed permit 

The location of the blind curve will 

be clarified. 

Yes 

11-10 Other Page 65 - It should be noted 

that 396,000 acres in 

There are no Wilderness Study 

Areas in the Project area or 
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Comment 

Number (s) 

Category Comment Response Change in 

EA? 

Wilderness Study Areas are 

also managed to protect 

wilderness values. 

Watershed analysis area. 

11-11 SOIL Page 67-69, Section 3.3.7.1 

- We are not aware that 

such detailed analysis has 

been made for other 

roads/trails in San Juan 

County.  We hope these 

factors will be used to 

develop design features to 

minimize potential erosion 

and not used to justify road 

closures or restrictions. 

Soil data is compiled by the Natural 

Resources Conservation Service 

and covers large areas, not solely 

roads.  As part of the soil mapping 

process, numerous variables are 

calculated and not limited to those 

affecting roads.  The information in 

the soils report is only one part of 

the data used to support the BLM's 

decision.  

  

11-12 WTR Page 70, Section 3.3.8 - 

Please correct the EA in its 

description of the location 

of the southern trailhead 

(southernmost point of 

segment 3).  This will 

confirm the separate 

location of Brown's Canyon 

and the disconnect of its 

water resources from the 

Project Area. 

This will be clarified and we will 

add county road coming from 

Blanding/Hwy 191. 

Yes 

11-13 CR Page 85, Section 4.2.1.1 

and Page 97, Section 

4.2.2.1.  The EA should 

further detail past effects of 

artifact collection and 

vandalism and 

acknowledge the benefits 

of establishing and 

monitoring the defined 

travel routes, providing 

education kiosks, and the 

presence of other visitors 

to deter malicious damage 

to cultural sites. 

Information on the past collection 

of artifacts is detailed in Section 

3.3.1 and in Section 4.2.1.1.  

Beneficial impacts from the 

installation of kiosks is detailed in 

Chapter 2. 
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Comment 

Number (s) 

Category Comment Response Change in 

EA? 

11-14 SOIL Page 90, Section 4.1.1.7 

and Page 99, Section 

4.2.2.7 - The EA should 

elaborate on the County's 

commitment to monitoring 

and implementation of 

BMPs in mitigating soil 

impacts and should include 

a better discussion of the 

beneficial effects these 

practices will have in 

mitigating and controlling 

erosion and sedimentation 

(See EA Page 89-94, 98-101, 

and Appendix E). 

We are not aware of the County's 

commitment to monitoring and 

implementation of BMPs in 

mitigating soil impacts.  

  

11-15 T&E Page 134 - The BLM must 

complete its Section 7 ESA 

consultation.  The County 

would appreciate an update 

regarding the consultation. 

Section 7 consultation is ongoing 

and will be completed prior to the 

end of the NEPA process. 

  

14-1 NEPA Comments have been made 

for many years.  Do those 

comments still carry any 

weight? 

Comments made during the NEPA 

scoping period and during the EA 

review period will be reviewed, 

considered, and incorporated, as 

applicable, into the decision 

making process. 

  

14-3 SOC There is an economic value 

and a responsibility on 

your [BLM] part to consider 

and cooperate with the 

local people and other 

users 

BLM has considered the comments 

of te local people in this NEPA 

process.  In addition the ID Team 

Checklist (Appendix C) discusses 

the potential economic impact of 

the Proposed Action.  BLM has 

concluded that recreation use in 

Recapture Canyon would 

cumulatively contribute to the 

economic condition of San Juan 

County, but in and of itself would 

not be a significant economic 

factor in the County.  Neither 

approval nor denial of the 

Proposed Action would result in a 

noticeable improvement or 
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Comment 

Number (s) 

Category Comment Response Change in 

EA? 

deterioration of economic 

conditions in San Juan County. 

14-4, 832-1 Manage

ment 

San Juan County should be 

given responsibility of 

maintaining the trail/road 

This is considered in some 

alternatives. 

  

14-5 ACC The rim should be left open 

to OHV riding. 

This is considered in some 

alternatives. 

  

15-2 Other Page 5 - You imply that the 

unauthorized ride was a 

County action.  

Commissioner Lyman's 

actions were strictly 

personal and that should 

be clarified in the EA. 

The EA appropriately states that 

the unauthorized OHV ride was led 

by a SJC Commissioner and 

others.   

  

15-3 Manage

ment 

Page 7 - You clearly state 

the ROW through 

Recapture Canyon is in 

compliance with the plan 

even though it is in the 

riparian zone and 

floodplain, thus paving the 

way for approval. 

A ROW would only be in 

compliance if actions are adequatel 

mitigsated and implemented. 

  

15-5, 16-2 ALT Eliminate the gradient 

requirement along segment 

2 as some riders enjoy 

some grades. 

Gradient alterations along Section 

2 are in place to reduce potential 

soil erosion and subsequent 

movement into the creek.  No 

change was made to the 

alternatives. 

  

15-6, 16-3 ALT On segment 6 where the 

trail leaves the bottom of 

Recapture Canyon, the trail 

is too steep for the loose 

soils.  The gradient should 

be adjusted. 

Under the alternatives, alterations 

to gradient are proposed in 

Alternatives B and C to reduce the 

potential for erosion, avoid cultural 

sites, etc. 

  

15-7, 16-4 ALT Interpretive signs should 

be installed at various 

points along the trail. 

Interpretive signs will be added at 

the trailheads.  Route designations 

will also be added at trail segment 

junctions. The only other 

interpretive signs considered are 
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Comment 

Number (s) 

Category Comment Response Change in 
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for a site development plan for 

Moqui Island. 

16-5 NEPA Has the BLM already made 

a decision in favor of 

Alternative C? 

The BLM has prepared the EA to 

examine the potential impacts from 

all alternatives and to involve the 

public in the decision making 

process.  No decision will be made 

until the NEPA process is 

complete. 

  

17-1 RIP Alternatives A-D do not 

conform to the RMP as new 

surfacing disturbing 

activity occurs within 100 

meters of a riparian area 

and within an active 

floodplain. 

Refer to page 96 for a discussion 

of mitigation of riparian impacts.  

Per the Utah Riparian Management 

Policy as stated in IM 2005-091 is 

to establish an aggressive riparian 

management program that will 

identify, maintain, and/or improve 

riparian values to achieve a healthy 

and productive ecological 

condition for maximum long-term 

benefits in order to provide 

watershed protection while still 

preserving quality riparian-

dependent aquatic and terrestrial 

species habitats, and as 

appropriate, allow for reasonable 

resource uses. 

  

17-2 RIP The EA does not suggest 

impacts from Alternative A-

D can be fully mitigated.  

Rather it says these 

Alternatives are excepted 

because there exists no 

practical alternative. 

Refer to page 96, 101, 110 and 117 

for a discussion of mitigation of 

riparian impacts.   

  

17-3 RIP BLM's asserting that no 

practical alternative exists 

misreads the limited 

exception to the RMP's 

prohibition and ignores the 

fact that numerous 

practical alternatives exist.  

Nowhere in the EA does the 

Refer to page 96, 101, 110 and 117 

for a discussion of mitigation of 

riparian impacts.   
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Comment 

Number (s) 

Category Comment Response Change in 

EA? 

BLM assert that its sole 

purpose is to analyze a 

specific trail within the 

Recapture Canyon riparian 

area and floodplain. 

18-1 Other I would hope in the next 

year or two you would 

invites the public to view 

the stabilization work done 

in the some of the cultural 

sites. 

Thank you for your comment.  The 

BLM will consider this. 

  

18-2 ALT Would like to assist in 

designing the route for trail 

three as it crosses [my] 

private land. 

Thank you for your comment.  The 

BLM will consider this. 

  

18-3 ALT There are parts of the 

Blanding to Bulldog trail 

that might be addressed in 

the future. I.E. gradient, 

width of the trail. 

The Blanding to Bulldog trail is 

outside the scope of this EA. 

  

851-1, 853-1, 875-

1, 878-1, 883-1, 

890-1, 891-2, 894-

1, 897-1, 899-1, 

902-1, 904-1, 906-

1, 911-1, 913-1, 

915-1, 920-1, 921-

1 

ACC It is my understanding that 

the 2008 RMP does not 

include the proposed new 

routes for ATVs, therefore it 

is incompatible. 

This EA specifically addresses the 

statement on page 19 of the 

Record of decision for the 2008 

RMP. The RMP establishes a 

system for designating routes in 

the MFO (RMP Management Action 

TM-2, page 141) which states 

"Appendix O outlines the 

processes and procedures for 

making modifications to the Travel 

Plan designated route network."  

Appendix O.13, states: “Actual 

route designations can be modified 

without completing a plan 

amendment, although NEPA 

compliance is still required.” 

Further, the discussion of travel 

management in the implementation 

decision on page 19 of the ROD 

states that “No routes have been 

designated in the Recapture 
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Comment 

Number (s) 

Category Comment Response Change in 

EA? 

Canyon area which has previously 

been closed to OHV use through a 

closure order. Consideration of 

such designation will be made in a 

future NEPA document specific to 

that area.”  

853-2 CR There is likely to be 

damage to cultural 

resources. 

Potential impacts to cultural 

resources are described in the EA 

in Chapter 4. 

  

853-3, 875-2, 877-

1, 878-2, 883-2, 

890-2, 899-2, 902-

2, 904-2, 906-2, 

911-2, 913-2, 915-

2, 920-2, 921-2 

AQ Emissions from ATVs will 

negatively impact the air 

quality. 

The ID Team Checklist identifies 

the potential for air quality related 

impacts.  In summary, the BLM has 

concluded that the limited amount 

of ATV use on the trail would not 

lead to any exceedance of air 

quality standards for the protection 

of human health and safety.  

Impacts on regional visibility would 

not be measurable.  There would 

be localized and intermittent 

increases in dust in the canyon 

and recreation users would be 

subjected to dust and vehicle 

exhaust fumes for short periods of 

time.  Overall, the level of impacts 

on regional air quality would be 

negligible. 

  

853-4, 875-3, 877-

2, 878-3, 883-3, 

890-3, 891-1, 899-

3, 904-3, 906-3, 

911-3, 913-3, 915-

3, 920-3, 921-3 

Noise Noise and physical 

intrusion will ruin the 

experience of non-ATV 

visitors and disturb wildlife. 

Section 4.2.1.5 of the EA describes 

the potential impacts to non-

ATV/motorized users in the project 

area.  Section 4.2.1.9 describes the 

impacts to wildlife.  For both, the  

impacts are not anticipated to be 

"significant." 

  

853-5 PUBSAF Group ATV behavior is 

likely to be damaging and 

dangerous. 

Potential impacts from group 

riding is discussed within the EA.  

Any group riding would occur in 

accordance with the approved MFO 

RMP.  Any group activity may 

require a Special Recreation Permit 

as detailed in Section 2.2.13.5. 
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Number (s) 

Category Comment Response Change in 

EA? 

875-4, 878-5, 883-

4, 890-4, 899-4, 

904-4, 906-4, 911-

4, 913-4, 915-4, 

920-4, 921-4 

REC ATV will displace other 

visitors. 

See response to comment 853-4.   

933-1 Manage

ment 

Should avoid setting the 

precedent of issuing a 

ROW for recreation. 

Granting a ROW for recreation is 

not precedent setting and ROWs 

have been used in other BLM 

offices for recreational purposes.  

For example, the Moab FO issued a 

ROW grant for an ATV trail to San 

Juan County in 2001, and has 

amended it twice since then to add 

additional routes.  The BLM has 

frequently issued ROWs to itself 

for routes for other recreational 

purposes. 

  

933-3 Manage

ment 

The issue of the temporary 

closure on the southern 

section of Recapture 

Canyon should be resolved 

in a timely manner. 

The BLM is committed to resolving 

the temporary closure in a timeline 

manner while examining the 

potential impacts. 

  

941-1 Rec The EA must adequately 

address the public's need 

for more motorized access 

and motorized recreational 

opportunities. 

The range of alternatives covered 

in the EA is sufficient to meet the 

public's need of motorized 

recreation in the project area. 

  

941-2 REC The EA must adequately 

address the need for 

motorized access and 

motorized recreation for 

youth. 

The alternatives covered in the EA 

would allow for OHV-riders of all 

ages to access opportunities for 

OHV use. 

  

941-3 REC The EA must adequately 

address the impacts on and 

benefits of motorized 

recreation on the human 

environment. 

The EA addresses all potential 

impacts (adverse and beneficial) 

on the human environment in 

terms of significance. 
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EA? 

941-5 OTHER The EA must not over-

represent the public's need 

for more wilderness. 

The Interdisciplinary Team 

Checklist determined that 

wilderness was not present within 

the project area and therefore 

would not be impacted.  

Information on lands with 

wilderness characteristics and the 

opportunities available is 

presented in the EA. 

  

941-6 OTHER The EA must properly 

consider Roadless areas. 

Roadless areas are a US Forest 

Service designation and none 

occur within the Project Area. 

  

941-7 CEA The EA must adequately 

consider cumulative impact 

of all motorized closure. 

The EA contains a robust 

cumulative effects analysis that 

considers the past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable future 

actions on the resources brought 

forward for analysis. 

  

941-8 REC The EA must adequately 

identify and address the 

imbalance of trail 

opportunity in the 

Monticello Field Office. 

Any real or perceived imbalance of 

trail opportunities within the MFO 

is beyond the scope of this EA.  

Field Office-wide opportunities for 

motorized and non-motorized 

recreation is covered in the 2008 

approved RMP. 

  

941-9 ALT The EA must provide for a 

reasonable level of multiple 

use. 

The alternatives analyzed in this 

EA provide a range recreational 

opportunities within the Project 

Area. 

  

941-10 AIR The EA must not use 

climate change as a reason 

to eliminate motorized 

access and motorized 

recreation. 

The Interdisciplinary Team 

Checklist in the EA determined that 

greenhouse gas emissions from 

construction activities and 

operation of OHVs would likely not 

contribute directly in a significant 

way to local GHG emissions. 

  

941-11 Other The EA must provide 

adequate coordination with 

local and state government. 

The BLM has involve local and 

state government agencies 

throughout the entire NEPA 
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process. 

941-13 Other The EA must avoid 

arbitrary and capricious 

decision-making. 

The BLM will base the decision on 

the analysis contained in the EA 

which is based on the best 

available science. 

  

941-14 Other The EA must adequately 

address justice issues. 

No specific environmental justice 

issues were identified to be 

analyzed and documented in this 

EA, however impacts are expected 

to be minor and would not be 

disproportionately borne by 

minority or low-income 

populations. 

  

941-15 NEPA The EA must adequately 

address NEPA compliance 

issues. 

The entire process of scoping and 

alysi and drafting of the EA has 

been within the terms of NEPA. 

  

941-16 Other The EA must adequately 

address undue influence 

issues. 

The Federal Land Policy and 

Management Act of 1976 and the 

Monticello RMP provide for both 

motorized and non-motorized 

recreation on the public lands.  The 

description of the affected 

environment and analysis of 

environmental consequences 

describe the alternate 

opportunities for and impacts on 

ATV use, biking, hiking and 

equestrian uses in the Project 

Area. 

  

941-17 Other The EA must adequately 

address Executive order 

justice issues. 

The EA is in compliance with all 

applicable laws and regulations. 

  

941-18 WLF The EA must not overstate 

the impact of motorized 

access and motorized 

recreation on fish and 

wildlife. 

The EA analysis in the impacts on 

fish and wildlife resources using 

the best available science and 

literature. 
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941-19 Other The EA must not overstate 

the impact of motorized 

access and motorized 

recreation on the natural 

environment. 

The EA analysis in the impacts on 

the natural environment resources 

using the best available science 

and literature. 

  

941-20 Other Provided a list of 

references that should be 

used in the EA. 

Thank you for the information.  All 

references used in the EA will be 

cited. 

  

944-1, 945-1 Other Believe that the proper 

management and education 

of users will avoid 

escalation of socially based 

user conflict and protect 

cultural resources. 

Alternatives in the EA that would 

include some level of OHV use also 

include an educational component 

that would inform visitors as to the 

regulations surrounding the 

cultural resources. 

  

 


